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STUDY OF OPERATION OF CIVIL AERONAUTICS 
ADMINISTRATION 


WEDNESDAY, JANUARY 4, 1956 


Untrep States SENATE, 
CoMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND ForREIGN COMMERCE, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON AVIATION, 
Room G-16, Unirep Srares Capiron, 
Washington, D. C. 

The subcommittee met at 10:05 a. m., the Honorable A. S. Mike 
Monroney (chairman of the subcommittee) presiding. 

Present: Senators Monroney (presiding), Bible, Schoeppel, and 
Payne. 

Senator Monroney. The Subcommittee on Aviation of the Inter- 
state and Foreign Commerce Committee will be in session. 

I have to make a very sad announcement that anybody who has any 
connection with civil aviation will deeply regret hearing. 

One of the great pioneers of civil aviation in the United States. 
Ralph Damon, head of TWA, died this morning of pneumonia. I 
had known Mr. Damon for many years, and members of this com- 
mittee have known him for many years, and I know of no one who 
has done more for the progressive advancement of the air age than 
did this great pioneer of civil aviation. 

Tle was one of the early-day World War I pilots, who saw the 
future of commercial aviation, worked up through the ranks as a flyer 
to head not only American Airlines during a critical period of its big 
post-World War II development, but also to go over to the TWA 
system and expand that to its worldwide service. 

I know everyone who flies, every pilot who has been at the controls 
of a plane from the days of the jenneys to the days of the jets will 
deeply regret the passing of this truly great American. 

The purpose of this hearing today 1s a twofold one, and is to look 
into and inquire into the circumstances surrounding the firing of 
Frederick Lee, Administrator of the Civil Aeronautics Administra- 
tion, a man who was confirmed by the United States Senate in this 
position at the beginning of the present Eisenhower administration, 
who has long and faithfully appeared before this committee at all 
times that he has been requested to do so and given us the advantage 
of his experience. 

This bill briefly, which will be available to those attending the 
hearings, seeks to again reestablish the Civil Aeronautics Adminis- 
tion as it was established in the first place, as an independent executive 
agency and not as a satellite or a subsidiary of the Department of 


Commerce. 








2 STUDY OF CIVIL AERONAUTICS ADMINISTRATION 


The bill will be introduced tomorrow and will thus be referred, 
I feel sure, to this committee. 

This inquiry into the circumstances surrounding Mr. Lee’s discharge 
was not hastily taken. It was started at the suggestion in the tele- 
vram from the chairman of the full Interstate and Foreign Com- 
merce Committee, Chairman Magnuson of Washington. 

I will ask Mr. Pelligrini to read that telegram into the record. 

Mr. PELuIGRINI (reading) : 

SEATILE, WASH., December 9, 1955. 
Hon. A. S. MIKE MONRONEY, 
Ok Secthen City, Okla.: 


It has been reported to me by persons interested in and charged with the 
safety of air navigation and through stories in newspapers and trade publica- 
tions that Fred B. Lee, Administrator of the CAA, has been requested to resign. 
Since Mr. Lee is a recent Republican appointee, it may be that this reported 
action is based upon allegations of maladministration or inefficiency in office. 
On the other hand, it has been intimated that those desiring to see Mr. Lee 
resign are motivated by political considerations. As you know, our committee 
examined Mr. Lee’s qualifications carefully at the time of his appointment 
and unanimously approved his nomination. To me, it is incredible that in such 
a short time it is now considered that Mr. Lee is unfit for office. In view of the 
importance of the proper administration of the law regarding the safety of 
airships, airports, and air navigation, in my opinion it is the duty of our com- 
mittee to thoroughly investigate the basis for the reported action. May I sug- 
zest that as chairman of the Subcommittee on Aviation you determine if Mr. 
Lee is to be dismissed, and, if so, the reasons therefor. I am sending a copy 
of this telegram to Senators Smathers, Bible, Schoeppel, and Payne, the other 
members of your committee. 


Signed “Warren G. Magnuson, chairman, Senate Committee on In- 
terstate and Foreign Commerce. 3 

Senator Monronry. Thank you very much, Mr. Pelligrini. Fol- 
lowing the receipt of this wire from the chairman of the full com- 
mittee and following the finalization of the severance of Mr. Lee’s 
services from CAA, the chairman of the subcommittee inquired of all 
»f the members of the Aviation Subcommittee what their attitude 
vould be respecting hearings and how early those could be set up. 

T will ask Mr. Pelligrini to read the telegrams and letters received 
from the members of our subcommittee. 

Mr. Peuicrint. This is a telegram to Senator Monroney, Senate 
Office Building: 


I am in thorough agreement with your views that an investigation into all 
the facts and circumstances surrounding the “firing” of Frederick B. Lee, Civil 
Aeronautics Administrator. 

As you know, following the receipt of the nomination from the President, Mr. 
Lee’s qualifications were unanimously approved by the Senate Committee on 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce. It seems inconceivable to me that within such 
1 short period of time the qualifications of a public servant who rendered 
such invaluable service to the Nation in the promotion of progressive air safety 
legislation and assisted the Congress in the enactment of vitally needed legisla- 
tion to provide Federal aid to municipal airports should now be opened to 
question. 

The action taken against Lee obviously reflects not only discredit upon him, 
but upon the judgment of the President who nominated him, upon the members 
xf the Senate Interstate and Foreign Commerce Committee, and upon the 
Senate itself which confirmed his nomination. 

When a Government agency is responsible for the safe operation of one form 
yf transportation used by literally millions of our citizens, then it should be 
free of political considerations. We must keep civil aviation inviolate and 
let it function as the Congress intended. 

Therefore, in fairness to the President, to Mr. Lee, to the Members of the 
Committee and the Senate, I believe our subcommittee should make a thor- 
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ough inquiry into this matter of serious concern at the earliest possible moment 
after the Congress convenes in January. 


Signed “George Smathers, United States Senate.” 
The next one is dated December 13, 1955, to the Honorable Mike 
Monroney, United States Senate: 


Reurtel. I am in complete accord with your thought regarding Lee matter 
and I agree with you that Aviation Subcommittee has proper interest and duty 
to inquire into reasons behind this action. In my opinion, Fred Lee has done 
outstanding job on behalf of aviation. I was exceedingly impressed with his 
testimony before Aviation Subcommittee and feel he expressed most intelli- 
gent and constructive views on matters before us, especially those relating to 
airport prugram. Deeply regret it is impossible for me to meet with the sub- 
committee prior to reconvening of Congress, but you are assured of my complete 
cooperation in your efforts to ascertain truth of present situation any time 
after Congress reconvenes. 

Cordially. 


Signed “Alan Bible, United States Senator.” 

The next one is from Senator Andrew F. Schoeppel, United States 
Senate, to the Honorable A. S. Mike Monroney, Senate Office Build- 
ing. 

Your wire received re Frederick B. Lee’s resignation and related matters. 
[f facts and circumstances are as you indicate, I certainly have no objection 
to your subcommittee having hearings and going into this matter thoroughly. 
Would much prefer, owing to my previous committed schedule, to meet imme- 
diately upon return of Congress in January. Hope this meets your approval. 
Would give us additional (time) to obtain all pertinent facts and data we may 
want. Shall be glad to cooperate. Please advise if you can do this. 


Then a letter dated December 13, 1955, to the Honorable A. S. Mike 
Monroney, chairman, Subcommittee on Aviation, Senate Committee on 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce, Washington 25, D. C.: 


DEAR MIKE: This is to acknowledge your telegram of December 12th in regard 
to the resignation of Frederick B. Lee as Civil Aeronautics Administrator. 

It has been my personal feeling that Mr. Lee has been doing an outstanding 
job in work pertaining to the administration of the Civil Aeronautics Act. I 
have always found him well informed and cooperative when he has appeared 
hefore the Subcommittee on Aviation. 

Although the reported circumstances surrounding the resignation of Mr. 
Lee are certainly a legitimate subject for consideration by the Subcommittee 
on Aviation, I believe it should be kept in mind that as legislators we should 
not interfere unduly in the selection of administrative officials to carry out 
primarily administrative functions. The President and Secretary of Com- 
merce, representing the executive branch of the Government, have the duty 
and responsibility of determining the individuals who will head up executive 
agencies. 

If the Subcommittee on Aviation is going to investigate Mr. Lee’s resignation, 
I believe that the subcommittee should immediately adopt sound investigative 
procedures and practices to govern its inquiry. It is hoped that neither the 
subcommittee nor its staff will take any action which will cause unnecessary 
embarrassment to Secretary Weeks, Under Secretary Rothschild, Civil Aero- 
nautics Administrator Lowen, or Mr. Lee himself, in this investigation. Finally, 
I sincerely hope that while the Subcommittee on Aviation sits as an investigat- 
ing subcommittee, all of its members will refrain from reaching conclusions on 
matters under consideration until all of the evidence to be developed can be 
carefully appraised. 

Since it will be impossible for me to return to Washington before Christmas, 
it is my hope that no subcommittee hearings will be held before Congress recon- 
venes in January. 


It is signed “Sincerely yours, Frederick G. Payne, United States 
Senator.” 
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Senator Humpurey. Thank you very much, Mr. Pelligrini. I 
believe there is a telegram from the chairman of the House Interstate 
and Foreign Commerce Committee, which has concurrent jurisdiction 
over aviation matters, Congressman Percy Priest, the chairman of 
that committee. 

I will ask that his telegram be read into the 1 ‘ecord. 

Mr. Peiurcrrnt. It is dated December 13, addressed to Senator Mike 
Monroney, Senate Office Building: 

I have been greatly disturbed by the circumstances incident to the discharge 
of Fred Lee as a member of the CAA. If he is being punished because of a lack 
of harmonious relations then it appears to me to mean only one thing, he prop- 
erly and truthfully described to your committee and my committee the status 
of our national airport program and pointed out the urgent needs if (we) are 
to keep pace with the ever-expanding technological progress of aviation so 
clearly that we were able to get the Federal aid for airports bill enacted into law 
despite opposition from the surface-minded Department of Commerce. As chair- 
man of the House Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, I am backing 
fully your moves in this matter even to the extent of considering legislation to 
establish the CAA and CAB as independent agencies of the Government and 
free them of any and all political domination. Will confer with you as soon as 
I return to the Capitol. 

Signed “J. Percy Priest, Member of Congress.” 

Senator Monroney. Thank you very much, Mr. Pelligrini. Dur- 
ing the course of the hearing, following Mr. Lee’s testimony, who 
will be first before the committee, we have e requests from several very 
important segments of the aviation industry, as well as requests to 
appear from a number of others. 

I might ask Mr. Pelligrini to specify some of the large aviation 
organizations who represent big groups of those vitally interested in 
air § safety and modernization of the aviation facilities, both on the 
round and in the air. 

Would you announce those at this time. 

Mr. Petxicrint. The committee has received a request from the 
AFL-CIO to appear, Mr. George Riley, representing that organiza- 
tion, Senator. 

Senator Monronry. They represent largely the ground crews and 
those associated with servicing and handling of the aircraft on the 
ground; do they not ? 

Mr. Peuierini. Also some of the air units, although they may 
appear separately. 

Mr. William Kent of the Flight Engineers has indicated that he 
will appear. 

Mr. Clarence J. Sayer of the Airline Pilots Association. Mr. A. B. 
McMullen of the State Aviation Officials. Mr. Karant of the Pilots 
and Owners Association. Mr. Inwood of the Airport Operators 
Council, and Mr. Tipton of the Air Transportation Association, to- 
gether with others. 

Senator Monronry. During the course of this hearing, we, of 
course, want to have the full story on this inquiry into the firing of 
Mr. Lee, as well as testimony from the officials of the Department 
of Commerce regarding the proposed bill which will be introduced 
tomorrow. 

In order to be sure that we have both sides of the case, and we 
want to be as completely fair and impartial as possible in this inquiry, 
we invited heads of the Department of Commerce to testify. 
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I would like to ask at this time Mr. Pelligrini to read the letter 
from the Honorable Sinclair Weeks, the Secretary of Commerce, 
whom we invited to appear January 2, 1956. 

Mr. Penxicrint. The letter is addressed to the Honorable A. S. 
Mike Monroney, United States Senate, Washington, D. C.: 

DEAR SENATOR MONRONEY: I have for acknowledgement your letter of Decem- 
ber 23, 1955, referring to the proposed hearings to be conducted by your sub- 
committee, commencing January 4, 1956, in which you state that you will be 
pjeased to receive any comments 1 may care to offer concerning your proposed 
bill to set up the Civil Aeronautics Administration as an independent agency, 
and in which you request a prompt reply as to whether or not I or one of 
my representatives wil! testify at that time. 

The Honorable Louis 8S. Rothschild, Under Secretary of Commerce for Trans- 
portation, has today replied to your like letter to him of December 23, 1955, 
advising that he is prepared to offer the comments of this Department with 
respect to your proposed bill, and further advising that he is prepared to appea1 
and testify during the course of your hearings. 

In view of the foregoing, I have no present plan to offer any additional com- 
ment beyond that which will be made by Under Secretary Rothschild, but if 
subsequent developments should occur indicating that I would be able to add 
anything further, than I may wish to avail myself of your suggestion. 

Signed “Sincerely, Sinclair Weeks, Secretary of Commerce.” 

The next is a letter dated January 2, 1956, addressed to Senator 
Monroney from Mr. Rothschild: 

DEAR SENATOR MoNRONEY: This acknowledges the receipt of your letter of 
December 23, 1955, in which you state that your subcommittee will be pleased 
to receive any comments I may care to offer concerning your proposed bill to set 
up the Civil Aeronautics Administration as an independent agency, and in which 
you request a prompt reply as to whether or not I or one of my representatives 
will testify during the course of your hearings, commencing January 4, 1956. 

I beg to advise that I am prepared, at such time as may be convenient, to 
appear before your subcommittee and offer our comments concerning your pro- 
posed bill and such other related matters as may be pertinent. 


That is signed “Sincerely, Louis S. Rothschild.” 

Senator Monroney. Thank you very much. In order to carry for- 
ward these hearings on the proper level and in order to be certain that 
all testimony is given in a reliable and representative manner, I would 
like to ask at this time that you be sworn, Mr. Lee. 

Do you solemnly swear that the testimony which you shall give in 
this case shall be the truth, the whole truth, and nothing but the truth, 
so help you God ? 

Mr. Ler. Ido. 

Senator Monroney. The record will show that a quorum of the 
Senate Aviation Subcommittee of the Interstate and Foreign Com- 
merce Committee is present during this oath. 

Senator Scnorrrent. Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Monroney. Senator Schoeppel. 

Senator ScuorrreL. Purely on the matter of the approach of this 
type of proceeding, since as has been indicated by Chairman Mon- 
roney of the subcommittee that this hearing has a twofold purpose 
first, looking into the reasons for the firing or the discharge of Mr. Lee, 
and second, providing the opportunity to receive testimony with ref- 
erence to the bill which is before us—do we start with the overall 
general proposition that the Chief Executive of the Nation, by reason 
of his statutory appointive power, subject to the confirmation on the 
part of the Senate, as in this case, has the right to make and designate 
appointments ? 
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Senator Monronry. I appreciate that question very much, Senator 
Schoeppel. I think it is most pertinent to this point. As chairman 
of the subcommittee, there is no question in my mind that the Presi- 
dent of the United States has the right to terminate any Presidential 
appointment made by the President and subject to confirmation of 
the United States Senate. 

It will be developed in these hearings, and I have been rather close 
to the evidence and have worked on it since Mr. Lee’s discharge, that 
the motivation of the discharge of Mr. Lee did not originate from the 
White House, that it originated within the Department of Commerce, 
and was carried through to seek his resignation, to demand his resig- 
nation, at a level purporting to represent Presidential powers, which 
under the law do not exist. 

Since the President alone has the right to terminate a Presidential 
appointment, the assumption of Presidential powers during the period 
of the President’s illness is a proper matter of senatorial inquiry 
and it is because of this very vital and constitutional prerogative of 
the President being assumed by others and its effect upon aviation in 
the future and its vital pertinence to the bill which we will have before 
us Officially tomorrow for the divorcement of control of CAA from 
the Department of Commerce, that pertinent information regarding 
the discharge of Frederick Lee will be sought, and I think will be 
the very finest possible evidence of a legislative hearing regarding 
the need for independence of aviation from the Secretary of Com- 
merce and from the various Under Secretaries of Commerce. 

For that reason I feel that I can assure my very dear friend that 
this will be held completely within the framework of a proper Senate 
inquiry and will in no way attempt to reflect upon the President’s right 
to exercise Presidential powers but may involve the exercise of Presi- 
dential powers or the assumption of those by persons not under the 
law entitled to exercise them. 

Senator Scnorrret. I might say to the distinguished chairman that 
I thought at the opening of the hearing that we should get this into 
proper perspective. As I view it, there is a Presidential appoint- 
ment, Senate confirmation, apparent resignation, and now a bill being 
introduced and a hearing on the twofold approach to this matter. 

I think it would be helpful for us to have in the record the proper 
rights of the respective branches of the Government. I shall, of 
course, participate in the hearings, but I do want to protect and 
have clearly before us the responsibility that vests in the Chief Execu- 
tive or Cabinet officers, which is a part of the official executive branch, 
and their responsibility to determine policy and fit men into it by 
proper appointment, subject to confirmation. 

Senator Monronrey. I appreciate that very much, and I am sure, 
as these hearings develop, you will find that there is no attempt on the 

art of the chairman of this subcommittee—or I feel any of its mem- 
vers—to question the right of the President of the United States, 
acting in his own person and constitutional rights, to fire at will any 
Presidential appointee unless it is so covered by civil service. 

While there is no attempt made here to claim—although Mr. Lee is 
a veteran and would have veterans’ rights of appeal if he were an 
ordinary civil servant—that his appointment and service as Adminis- 
trator does not fall within that act, we do feel that the powers of the 
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President are not to be casually exercised by persons purporting 
to act for the President, in the President’s absence, or in his inability 
to personally acquaint himself with the situation and the facts. 

To do otherwise would create a chaotic condition in Government 
when many subofficials of Government would be assuming the pre- 
rogatives granted only to the President of the United States and I feel 
sure that, as these hearings develop, it will be made crystal clear that 
exactly that is what is happening in the Department of Commerce— 
not only the Secretary but also the Under Secretary of Commerce. 

Senator Payne. Mr. Chairman, if I may ask this so as to be clear 
in my own mind, Mr. Lee is under oath, and I would like to ask a ques- 
tion if I may of Mr. Lee. 

Senator Monroney. Yes. 

Senator Payne. Was your resignation, Mr. Lee, submitted to the 
President ? 


TESTIMONY OF FREDERICK B. LEE, FORMER ADMINISTRATOR. 


CIVIL AERONAUTICS ADMINISTRATION, DEPARTMENT OF COM- 
MERCE 


Mr. Ler. My resignation was actually submitted to the office of 
Gov. Sherman Adams. 

Senator Payne. Did you receive an acknowledgement from the 
President ? 

Mr. Ler. I received a letter from the President, a copy of which has 
been requested by committee counsel and has been furnished to the 
committee. 

Senator Monronry. May I say to my distinguished friend that 
that will be fully developed with the complete correspondence in the 
ease, including Mr. Lee’s letter stating his side of the case as it was 
laid before the President and the letter purporting to come from the 
President which he received. 

In order to facilitate the orderly development of the case, I behev: 
that the events leading up to this would be in proper form to present at 
this time and I assure my distinguished colleague from Maine who has 
an equal interest in this matter, as does the chairman of the subcom- 
mittee, that. it will be fully developed and all facts will be brought out 
in an orderly manner. 

Was there any other statement by any other of the committee meni- 
hers? oh 

Senator Bist. I have none. 

Senator Monroney. May I say that our distinguished colleague, 
Senator Smathers, who also has a great interest in this matter, regrets 
deeply that a previous commitment will not permit him to be here 
until tomorrow. 

He assured me that he would be here tomorrow and would follow 
with great interest the progress of these hearings. The chairman of 
the full committee, I feel sure, will be here to participate—which is his 
right as an ex officio member—at various times during these hearings. 

Mr. Lee, for the purpose of the record, will you state your name. | 

Mr. Lez. My name is Frederick B. Lee. 

Senator Monroney. Your residence, please. 

Mr. Lex. My residence is McLean, Va., and Woodstock, Vt. 
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Senator Monronry. Woodstock, Vt. 

Mr. Ler. Yes. 

Senator Monroney. Mr. Lee, would you give us a brief outline of 
your educational and technical bac ‘kground?~ 

Mr. Ler. Mr. Chairman, starting with my college education, I at- 

tended Stanford University for 1 year, the 1924-25 academic year; 
then took 3 years at Harvard ( aan graduating with honors in 
physics. 

Following that, I attended Harvard Law School and graduated in 
L931. 

Senator Monroney. You hold a degree then of bachelor of science ? 

Mr. Ler. Bachelor of arts and bachelor of laws. 

Senator Monroney. With a major in physics. 

Mr. Ler. That is correct. 

Senator Monronery. And a bachelor of laws from Harvard Uni- 
versity / 

Mr. Ler. Yes, sir. 

Senator Monronry. Your business experience prior to entering the 
aviation field was what ? 

Mr. Ler. I learned to fly before completing law school and have 
ontinued flying for the last 2514 years. 

Senator Monroney. When did you start flying ? 

Mr. Ler. 1930 

Senator Monroney. 1930? 

Mr. Ler. Yes, sir. 

Senator Monroney. You have been flying since 19307 That would 
be about—— 

Mr. Ler. About 2514 years. 

Senator Monroney. At this time you are a certified pilot; are 
you! 

Mr. Ler. Yes, sir. 

Senator Monroney. What license do you hold ¢ 

Mr. Ler. I hold a commercial pilot’s license with instrument rating, 
instructor’s rating—practically all the ratings. 

Senator Monronry. I believe you own your own plane. 

Mr. Ler. Yes. 

Senator Monroney. And have owned it for years / 

Mr. Ler. Yes. 

Senator Monroney. And it is owned by you personally and not by 
the CAA ? 

Mr. Ler. It is owned by me personally. 

Senator Monronry. What business were you in prior to entering 
iiation / 

Mr. Ler. After completion of law school, I practiced law in New 
York for about 914 years. Then early in 1941 I entered the Navy. 
At that time I had a couple thousand hours’ experience of flying over 
various parts of the world. 

While I was practicing law, I studied a great many aviation sub- 
jects, such as meteorology, aeronautical engineering, aeronautical com- 
munications. I was commissioned a naval aviator ‘following the suc- 
cessful passing of the necessary examinations. 

Senator Monronery. You didn’t have to take any preflight or pre- 
liminary training of any kind to be qualified for a full naval pilot’s 
commission ? 
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Mr. Lee. That is right. 

Senator Monroney. What rank was that ! 

Mr. Lee. Lieutenant, junior grade. 

Senator MonroneEY. Lieutenant, junior grade ¢ 

Mr. Ler. Yes. Following then, I instructed in instrument flying 
for about a year and then was sent to set up the new syllabus, the new 
training program for instrument flying for the Navy in Atlanta, Ga. 

Senator Monroney. Would that be the textbook, you might say, 
for instrument flying / 

Mr. Ler. During “that period T had to develop the flight syllabus 
and also write the textbook, which, substantially, was later adopted 
by the Air Force. 

Senator Monroney. You mean that the Air Force adopted the Navy 
textbook # 

Mr. Ler. That is correct. In fact, I can point to the basic instru 
ment manual now used by the Air Force as including a lot of the 
material that I originally wrote. 

I stayed on that job about 6 months and then came back and did 
further work on instrument flying at Pensacola, Fla. 

Later I was put in charge of planning for the Naval Air Training 
Center at Pensacola and was finally advanced to be in charge of flight 
training in the Training Command Headquarters of the whole Naval] 
Air Training Command, and from there was put in charge of the 
staff administration of the entire Naval Air Training Command. 

Later after considerable effort, I returned to actual flight activities. 

Senator Monroney. What do you mean by “considerable effort” ¢ 

Mr. Ler. I wanted to get away from a desk and back into active 
flying, and I was put in command of a night fighter training unit, 
and a night torpedo training unit, which were started in 1944 and 
I continued this until after VJ-day. 

At special periods I was assigned special jobs, including the one 
to develop special operational procedures for the Aleutian area, par- 
ticularly instrument flying. 

I was also given certain postwar planning jobs during my naval 
career. I left the Navy with the rank of commander in December 
1945, and February 1946, I assumed duties with the CAA 

Senator Monronry. What were the duties that you assumed, Mr. 
Lee? 

Mr. Ler. My first job was Program Planning Officer in the CAA. 
I held that for about a year, and then was advanced to executive 
assistant to the Administrator. 

Finally, in the middle of 1947, I was appointed Deputy Admin- 
istrator and continued as Deputy Administrator either for oper ations 
or for program planning, until I was appointed to the present. posi- 
tion on April 23, 1953. 

Senator Monroney. At the time you were appointed to CAA as 
counsel—was that the title? 

Mr. Ler. Program Planning Officer. 

Senator Monroney. There was no political influence used, you be- 
ing a Vermont Republican, to secure your job on the basis of politics ¢ 

Mr. Ler. No, sir. 

Senator Monronry. You, just because of your war record, I pre- 
sume, and your experience with the highly technical end of instru- 
ment flying and aviation training and other phases of navigation 
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were employed—because of your military record and the experience 
that you had had in setting up the various programs that resulted in 
such a great record in aviation for the Navy? 

Mr. Ler. Yes; I would say both my civilian and military record 
were taken into account. 

Senator Monroney. At the time that you were advanced from the 
tirst position to the other, was there any political influence or any- 
thing that resulted in your promotion at that point? 

Mr. Ler. None that I know of, sir. I don’t believe there was. 

Senator Monroney. At the time you were advanced to the Deputy 
Administrator, was there any political consideration involved in that 
advancement ? 

Mr. Ler. None that I know of. 

Senator Monronry. So as far as you know the entire progress that 
you have made up to the point that you were Deputy Administrator 
under a Democratic administration was strictly because of your com- 
petence and your experience and your knowledge of aviation matters ? 

Mr. Ler. I believe so; yes, sir. 

Senator Monroney. What was the date of your nomination for the 
position of Civil Aeronautics Administrator ? 

Mr. Lee. The date of my appointment was April 25, 1955. The 
nomination was some 6 weeks prior to that. 

Senator Monroney. Whom did you succeed ? 

Mr. Ler. I succeeded Charles F. Horne. 

Senator Monronry. He was, I presume, named by the Truman ad 
inistration and served under their Democratic administration ? 

Mr. Ler. That is correct. 

Senator Monroney. Did he resign or was he dismissed ¢ 

Mr. Ler. I believe that with the change in administration, as I 
recall it, he submitted his resignation and that was accepted. 

Senator Monroney. I presume that would have been the pattern, 
so there was no question of any Democratic appointee holdover, that 
this was necessarily a permanent career job or wrapped up in civil- 
service regulations of any kind ? 

Mr. Ler. Yes, sir. 

Senator Monronry. You were recommended, I presume, by those 
who had known you and, as is customary, some recommendations from 
the Senators of that region, who perhaps felt called upon to make 
certain recommendations to the White House. 

Do you have any knowledge of who these Senators were ¢ 

Mr. Ler. I believe Senators Aiken and Flanders, of Vermont- 

Senator Monronry. Those were your home Senators ? 

Mr. Ler. Did participate and also Senators Bridges, of New Hamp- 
shire, with whom I had worked very closely over a period of years in 
connection with the Appropriations Committee activities. 

Senator Monronry. Also the chairman of this subcommittee, as a 
Democrat, having no influence whatsoever in appointments, did advise 
Mr. Persons, of the White House, that he felt sure that if you were 
nominated that there would be no question regarding your « ‘ompetence 
or fitness to serve in this office from the Democratic colleagues on this 
subcommittee if the nomination came down. 

I would like that to be made part of the record, that the White House 
vas informed of the high respect for your competence that members 
of the other party had for your fitness for the job. 


’ 








STUDY OF CIVIL AERONAUTICS ADMINISTRATION ll 


After your service there as Administrator, you, I know, were very 
helpful to this committee during that period following your service 
in the 838d Congress, I had the privilege of serving on the Aviation 
Subcommittee and remember the numerous times that you gave us 
facts and figures and statistics and interpretations of various air 
safety laws and the McCarran bill for rewriting of the Civil Aero- 
nautics Code. 

Following that, in the 84th Congress when the present Subcommit- 
tee on Aviation was constituted, the chairman of this subcommittee 
did communicate with you and asked for help and advice for a bill 
that the members of this subcommittee were very anxious to consider 
and were having prepared for the purpose of introduction to give us 
a long-range stable and adequate Federal-aid-to-airports bill. 

Do you remember the approximate dates on which I first communi- 
cated with you and asked for your advice and help to make this pro- 
gram which we had in mind introducing effective and practical and 
in line with the requirements of the needs for adequate ground facili- 
ties for civil aviation ¢ 

Mr. Ler. As I recall it, Mr. Chairman, you asked me for certain 
facts and figures, certain background material in February of last 
year, 

This was with regard to the forecast growth of aviation, the amount 
of backlog of requests that we had for airport aid, and similar back- 
ground ms aterial, 

Senator Monronry. Was it also a fact that the chairman was very 
interested in the approaching use of jet transports, which were some 
few years away, which I have sought more accurate information on, 
the approximate time or when these jet transports would be flying / 

Mr. Ler. That is correct. At that time we had some conversation 
on the Boeing 707 and the DC-8 

Senator Monronry. I believe at that time I also inquired as to how 
many civilian airports in the United States were capable of landing 
and taking off these new superairliners which were in the offing. 

Mr. Ler. Yes, sir. 

Senator Monroney. I believe you told me at that time, if my mem- 
ory serves me correctly, that there were approximately seven civilian 
airports that could handle these planes. 

Mr. Ler. Yes, there were about seven intercontinental express air- 
ports, which could handle them at maximum loads. 

Senator Monroney. During the course of this consideration and 
preparation of the bill and also the organization of information that 
was needed to present the long-range aviation-airport-aid bill which 
I was very anxious to make correspond to the general pattern of the 
Federal-aid-to-highways pattern, which had been successfully used by 
the States and the Federal Government, we had a number of confer- 
ences regarding that, all at my invitation ? 

Mr. Ler. Yes, sir. 

Senator Monroney. Following that, from February until the hear- 
ings were finally held on June 6 and 7 before this subcommittee, the 
chairman at various times requested your suggestions and advice and 
then arranged to have hearings. 

During the course of those hearings, I believe you testified before 
this subcommittee as to the need for this Federal airport bill, did 
you not? 
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Mr. Ler. Yes, sir. 

Senator Monroney. Would you brief the committee briefly on the 
substance of your testimony ¢ 

Mr. Lee. I reviewed the forecasts which we had made on the growth 
of aviation, both in numbers and in types of aircraft, the technological 
advances, as well as the actual advances, and I reviewed the problem 
that we foresaw of the airports becoming a bottleneck in air trans- 
portation. 

Senator Monroney. In other words, we would be limited in the de- 
velopment of civil aviation, particularly in the high density traffic 
areas to the inadequate airports now existing. 


Mr. Lee. Yes, sir. 
Senator Monroney. As a matter of fact, and I believe the other 


members of the subcommittee will concur, your testimony was a very 
vital factor in securing the unanimous report by this committee on 
the Federal-aid-to-airports bill and the action of the United States 
Senate in unanimously passing that bill. 

I know distinctly that much of your testimony that you had given 
was used in the statements made on the floor in the passage of this bill. 
I do not wish to be unfair, but for the purpose of the record, and to save 
time, your testimony was not, and I repeat was not, compatible with 
the testimony given by your superiors, Secretary Weeks and Secretary 
Rothschild. Is that a correct statement ? 

Mr. Ler. Mr. Chairman, I did not testify at that time on the means 
which could be used to meet the prospective airport deficiencies. Iwas 
testifying on the need for airport improvement and limited my testi- 
mony to that general subject, although it was a broad one. It indi- 

cated that there was a very great need for airport improvement, but 
I did not testify on the question of whether the problem should be 
solved by Federal aid or not. 

Senator Monroney. Why did you feel that you could not fully rec- 
ommend a long-range program for 4 years so the States and cities 
could get adjusted and float their bond issues and make plans ahead 
and phase their construction work out over a period compatible with 
their own financial requirements of the municipality / 

Mr. Ler. The policy at the time of the hearings before this com- 
mittee had been set and was indicated in Mr. Rothschild’s testimony. 
That was the policy of the Secretary of Commerce whom I was answer- 
able to, naturally, as Administrator. 

Senator Monronrey. What do you mean by “answerable to”? In 
other words, you felt that because of the superstructure of the organ- 
ization of the De partment of Commerce that the full testimony that 
you perhaps could have given and bear in mind your testimony was 
vital and most important in getting the bill through—but the full 
testimony as to the methods and the long-range contractual authority 
which was contained in the bill that you were bound by the super- 
structure of the Department of Commerce to not fully volunteer 
matters that were contrary to the policy expressed by the Secretary 
or Secretary Rothschild, is that correct ? 

Mr. Ler. That is correct. 

Senator Monronery. Would you state any advice orally or statement 
that you might have had from them prior to your appearance before 
the subcommittee at which you had been invited to testify ? 
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Mr. Lee. Actually the position of the Department of Commerce on 
the : amendments to the Airport Act had been developed outside of the 
CAA. I did have an opportunity to read the statement which was 
issued prior to the time that I testified, and, naturally, that was 
controlling. 

Senator Monroney. In other words, you were controlled and bound 
as the Civil Aeronautics Administrator in charge of aviation safety 
and airport development and all by the Secretary of Commerce and 
Secretary Rothschild under the then prevailing team principle, that all 
members must play on the team and run the signals as called by 
quarterback Weeks and the assistant quarterback, Mr. Rothschild ? 

Mr. Ler. That is correct. 

Senator Monronery. Had you done otherwise, do you have any in 
timation of what would have happened ¢ ¢ 

Mr. Lee. I can only surmise, Mr. Chairman, but I at all times have 
tried to cooperate with the Secretary and the Under Secretary for 
Transportation, and I felt that that was what was called upon me in 
my position. 

What would have happened if I hadn't, I don’t know. 

Senator Payne. Mr. Chairman, if I may ask this, because of the 
fact that Mr. Lee has had considerable experience in that agency, both 
as a Deputy Administrator and also an earlier capacity of planning, 
as I understood it, you had a chance to observe the prior Administrator 
of CAA. 

Was he likewise pretty generally inclined to make his clearances 
through the then existing Secretary of Commerce with regard to poli. 
cies and so forth ? 

Mr. Ler. Yes, that is correct. 

Senator Payne. In other words, that has been the general practice, 
hasn’t it ? 

Mr. Ler. Yes. 

Senator Payne. So there is nothing new, nothing strange, that who 
ever serves the CAA does clear through the Secretary of Commerce, 
who, after all, is charged with the responsibility of those agencies that 
fit into the Commerce Department / 

Mr. Lee. That is correct. 

Senator Monroney. As I said in the beginning, however, this hear 
ing has a twofold purpose: one, to investigate the circumstances sur- 
rounding the firing of Mr. Lee: and second, the development, if such 
evidence exists, as to the matter of freezing the airlines from the ground 
control. 

Senator Payne. All I wanted to make sure was that we are clear on 
one point, that the procedures in effect now are no different than they 
have been for a long time. 

Senator Monroney. That the policy comes down from the top and 
that the wise administrator who wishes to remain in his position 
knows the limitations and bounds by which he may testify. 

Of course, in your testimony as to the need for a national airport 
program, it was finally developed, even by the Department of Com- 
merce and the ground minded officials therein in their testimony before 
this subcommittee on the need for a second W ashington airport, and 
I have read as their report which this committee received yesterday and 
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I quote from page 18, that for some time now the growing congestion 
at the Washington National Airport has prevented the airlines from 
scheduling sufficient flights to develop the full potential of the passen- 
ver market in the Washington metropolitan area. Furthermore, ade- 
quate aircoach service is “lacking between Washington and several 
other large air traffic paths, particularly New York. 

Finally, even the Department of Commerce accepts the original 
thesis of your testimony of the inadequacy of the ground facilities to 
handle the ever-growing air traffic load, so the burden of your testi- 
mony as to the need for the Federal airport bill is now accepted by the 
Department of Commerce which apparently had opposed in their 
testimony before this committee the enactment of an adequate airport 
bill. 

Senator SroepreLt. Mr. Chairman, at that point, and strictly in 
keeping with what the record is on it, as I recall it, is it not true that, 
[ believe, in July 1955, that the report of this subcommittee indicated 

that Mr. Rothschild was in favor of the enlargement of the airport 
facilities ? 

Senator Monronry. He opposed the bill, and that was the only bill 
before the Congress, and he made no suggestions as the chairman re- 
quested for an alternate approach. He was just against it, and the 
record of the Commerce Department consistently throughout this ad- 
ministration has been to restrict and curtail funds. 

I will ask the counsel of the committee to read into the record at this 
time the record of appropriations made for Federal aid to airports 
consistently throughout the administration of Mr. Weeks as Secre- 
tary of Commerce, who is the directing head at the present time. 

Mr. Peturertnt. For fiscal year 1954, there was a CAA request for 
$43,125,000 for airports. 

Senator Monroney. Let us get this straight This was a request 
from the CAA to the Department of Commerce for budget authority ‘ 

Mr. Peixierint. That 1s correct, sir. 

Senator Monroney. To be appropriated, to come down through the 
budget for Federal aid to airports, $43 million ? 

Mr. Peviierintr. That was the Truman budget. 

Senator Scnorrrri. Mr. Chairman, at this point and before that 
point, I have opened this thing up, I want to insert in the record the 
report of this subcommittee dated July 29, 1955, submitted by this 
committee after having heard all the testimony, including that of 
Mr. Rothschild as representative of the Department. 

Senator Monroney. Without objection, the full report will be in- 
corporated in the record as Senator Schoeppel requests. 

(The above-mentioned document is as follows :) 


[S. Rept. No. 1265, 84th Cong., 1st sess.] 


(OVERCROWDING AT WASHINGTON NATIONAL ATRPORT AND NEED FOR AN ADDITIONAL 
AIRPORT FOR THE NATIONAL CAPITAL 


The Senate Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce requested its 
Aviation Subcommittee to investigate the traffic congestion on the ground at and 
in the air over the Washington National Airport and to ascertain what plans the 
Secretary of Commerce had to carry out the mandate of Congress given by the 
act of September 7, 1950 (Public Law 762 of the 8lst Congress) which act directed 
the Secretary to build an additional airport in or in the vicinity of the District 

f Columbia. 





STUDY OF CIVIL AERONAUTICS ADMINISTRATION 1d 


A hearing to inquire into this matter was held by the Aviation Subcommittee, 
consisting of Senators Monroney (chairman), Smathers, Bible, Schoeppel, and 
Payne on July 21, 1955, the earliest date at which the Secretary of Commerce 
could present the recommendations of the administration. Testimony was re- 
ceived at this hearing from the Under Secretary of Commerce for Transportation, 
the Chairman of the Civil Aeronautics Board, representatives of the Air Line 
Pilots Association, and the Air Transport Association of America. 

All witnesses were in agreement that the need for an additional airport in the 
National Capital is immediate and urgent. The present Washington National 
Airport is seriously overcrowded. It is reported to be the busiest airport in the 
world for its size, surpassed only in air-carrier traffic by the multirunway Chicago 
Midway Airport and by New York’s La Guardia Airport. Passengers arriving 
by scheduled airlines have increased from 1,141,000 in 1947, to an estimated 
3,700,000 in 1955 with indications that passengers will increase to over 7 million 
by 1965. 

The regular appropriation bill for the Department of Commerce and the Sup- 
plemental Appropriation bill for 1956 contains appropriation of $3,125,000 for 
construction of additional facilities at the present airport to relieve temporarily 
the congestion now evident. The testimony received by the Aviation Subcom- 
mittee contirms that these improvements are needed but will not meet for more 
than 2 years the unparalleled demands for air transportation for the Nation’s 
Capital. Any increase in the flights scheduled into the existing airport will result 
in delays and cancellations and with the ever-increased danger of catastrophe 
whenever an airport is operating in such an overcrowded manner. 

This was the testimony of the airline pilots who are the men to whom we 
entrust the safety of millions of American passengers who fly in and out of 
Washington. It was also the testimony of the representative of the nine sched- 
uled airlines, which use the present Washington airport, that the present airport 
is operating at peak capacity and that the ground facilities are completely inade- 
quate to handle the ever-increasing traffic. Furthermore, the Administrator of 
Civil Aeronautics, Mr. Fred B. Lee, testified that the present airport could not 
accommodate the heavy jet transports which would be introduced in the next 
few years because of size and weight limitations. 

The Air Transport Association urged the building of a new and lenger run- 
Way parallel to the north-south runway at the present Washington National 
Airport and supported their recommendation with an engineering survey show- 
ing that such a runway would increase the overall capacity of the airport by 
25 percent, require a small amount of fill on the south end of the airport, cost 
between 3 and 4 million dollars and could be completed in less than 2 years. The 
committee believes the construction of such a parallel runway should be carefully 
reviewed by the Civil Aeronautics Administration. 

Maximum utilization of the present Washington National Airport is desir- 
able within the safe limits that aircraft can be accommodated under visual 
flight and instrument weather conditions. But all witnesses were of one opinion 
that the present airport could never be developed to accommodate the air traffic 
for the National Capital for more than a few years and that the use of another 
airport was essential. 
Looking beyond the immediate situation there are two main alternative 
possibilities, either to construct a new airport or to use another existing airport. 

The committee has carefully examined other existing airports in the vicinity 
of Washington and given particular attention to Baltimore’s Friendship <Air- 
port which is 34 miles from the Capital: to Andrews Air Force Base and to the 
Bolling-Anacostia Airfields. The committee is convinced that none of these 
airports can be considered as offering a satisfactory solution of the commercial 
air-traffic demands of the National Capital. Friendship Airport is favored in a 
report of the President’s Advisory Committee of March 17, 1955, but even that 
committee recognizes that ‘Friendship is so far in driving time from down- 
town Washington and from the present airport that it cannot provide the best 
long-range solution of Washington’s airport needs. The Air Force has a military 
requirement for the full capacity of the Andrews Base and it is not now avail- 
able. Bolling-Anacostia Airfields are in the same air traffic control zone as 
Washington National Airport and being separated from the latter by the Potomac 
River cannot be operated as a single airport with parallel runways, one for the 
takeoff and one for the landing of aircraft. : ; 

The committee is of the opinion that the contruction of a new airport 
for the National Capital is imperative and that plans for construction should 
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begin immediately. All of the testimony received by the subcommittee supports 
this conclusion, including that of the Under Secretary of Commerce for Trans- 
portation. Washington is unique among the major metropolitan areas of the 
country in not having built or already having under construction, a second air 
terminal. 

The committee is of the opinion that the development and financing of airport 
facilities for the National Capital is primarily a Federal responsibility. This 
was the expressed view of the Slst Congress when it passed the act of Septem- 
ber 7, 1950 (Public Law 762), and has been reaffirmed each year by the Appro- 
priations Committees in providing Federal funds for improvement and further 
development of the Washington National Airport. 

The act of September 7, 1950, expressly “authorized and directed” the Secre- 
tary of Commerce to build an additional airport in or in the vicinity of the 
District of Columbia. Under this act, the Secretary selected a site about 14 
miles west and a little south of the present airport, known as the Burke site, 
and Congress appropriated $1 million for initial survey and partial land acquisi- 
tion. The following year the proposed location became involved in considerable 
controversy and Congress did not appropriate funds requested for the balance of 
the land and for engineering surveys. In June 1953 the Secretary of Com- 
merce entered into an agreement with the Secretary of the Air Force looking 
to the partial use of the Andrews Air Force Base for commercial operations, 
but the Air Force later withdrew from the agreement. Since 1952 no funds 
have been requested to proceed with any airport development under the act of 
September 7, 1950. 

At the hearing before the subcommittee on July 21, 1955, the Under Secretary 
of Commerce recommended that the Washington area should be treated as other 
cities and there should be local financial participation in the construction of 
any new airport for the National Capital area. In the opinion of most members 
of the committee, the Secretary fails to recognize that Washington would not 
be the third busiest passenger air terminal if it were not the site of the Federal 
Government with the tremendous air-traffic demands created by those who must 
deal with the Government and are associated with it. The Government is the 
dominant industry in the Washington area. 

The Secretary of Commerce proposed to the subcommittee the formation of a 
multigoverment airport authority to be formed by a compact between the Com- 
monwealth of Virginia, the State of Maryland, the District of Columbia, and the 
local governments in that area. He proposed that this authority take over the 
present Washington airport and build and operate the new airport. He recom- 
mended that the Federal Government pay only one-half of the costs of this new 
airport, this to be paid from funds provided under the general Federal-aid 
airport program; the remaining half of the costs of the new, airport are to be 
financed by revenue bonds issue by the new authority. The present airport is 
to be transferred to the authority at the depreciated book value of the Govern- 
inent’s investment in exchange for interest-bearing bonds subordinated to any 
bonds sold to the public for the authority’s share of the cost of new airport 
development. 

The committee believes that the formation of such an airport authority will 
require at least 5 years and presents many difficulties. Senator Payne of Maine, 
a member of the subcommittee, pointed out at the hearings that experience in 
attempting to obtain a compact to operate the local transit facilities in the 
Washington area showed that the Virginia legislature undoubtedly would require 
extended time before Virginia could enter into any such multi-Government 
Authority. 

The committee is of the opinion that consideration of the advisability of 
forming a multi-Government Airport Authority, or of a Federal authority or 
corporation should not delay the commencement of construction of the urgently 
needed additional airport for the National Capital. It will take more than 5 
years after the appropriation of funds to complete a new airport suitable for 
heavy, modern transports. Even under stage construction 3 to 4 years will elapse 
before the first airplane can land and take off. 

The act of September 7, 1950, is in effect and authorizes and directs the Secre- 
tary of Commerce to select a site and to proceed to build an airport for the 
National Capital. There are presently no funds available to the Secretary to 
do so but this is because he has not included funds in his current budget requests. 

The committee recommends that the Secretary of Commerce proceed to carry 
out the congressional directives of the act of September 7, 1950; that he review 
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and reaffirm the site he proposes to develop as the new airport and on the 
opening day of the next session of Congress he report in detail to this com- 
mittee the site selected for development, the stage construction plans, the 
composiiton of the Authority, if any, he recommends to finance and operate the 
airports, and the amount he proposes to request in the first deficiency appro- 
priation for 1956 to complete the land acquisition and to proceed with the engi- 
neering survey and initial development. 

The appropriation of initial funds to start the planning and construction 
of the new airport would not preclude the later formation of an airport 
authority as recommended by the Secretary of Commerce. If and when such 
an authority came into being it could acquire the properties and assume the 
construction liabilities of the new airport. Furthermore, funds expended for 
land acquisition, engineering studies, and construction plans are normally in- 
curred before the amount of the grant under the Federal Airport Act is deter- 
mined. In any event such expenditures will form a relatively small part of 
the total Federal share of the costs under the Secretary’s proposal and should 
advance the completion of the urgently needed new airport by a year or more. 

Thus it is the final recommendation of the committee that funds should be 
appropriated at the earliest date possible to proceed to carry out the act of 
September 7, 1950. Only funds needed for the initial step need to be appro- 
priated immediately. A sum of $3 million will be sufficient for the Secretary 
of Commerce to acquire the land required for the new airport and to complete 
detailed engineering surveys and construction plans. It is his responsibility 
to determine whether to proceed at the site selected near Burke, Va., or to make 
another selection. 


Senator ScHorpreL. With reference to this report, I want to point 
out that it is factual, it is in the record : 

All witnesses were in agreement that the need for an additional airport in 
the National Capital is immediate and urgent. 

That is on the first page. 

On the top of page 3, our report Is as follows : 

All of the testimony received by the subcommitee supports this conclusion, 
including that of the Under Secretary of Commerce for Transportation. Wash- 
ington is unique among the major metropolitan areas of the country in not having 
built, or already having under construction, a second air terminal. 

I just wanted to put that into the record. 

Senator Monronry. May I, for the purpose of keeping the record 
straight, ask is that now the report of the subcommittee on the second 
airport for Washington ¢ 

Senator SCHOEPPEL. Yes. 

Senator Monroney. We are now talking about a national airport 
construction program, involving the full money, and I think the record 
will show that Mr. Rothschild, who finally did admit, as he admitted 
in this release, that the Washington airport is overcrowded. 

Our difference appears to be with him on whether we need to have 
federally appropriated funds or whether we are out to make Wash- 
ington get it under the Tri-State Authority, which will take longer 
to complete the paperwork, to get that one pulling together than it 
would to build the airport under federally appropriated funds, and 
for that reason I feel that we are all in agreement that a dangerous 
condition and an overcrowded condition exists in the Washington 
airport, and even Mr. Rothschild has finally admitted that, even 
though his testimony before this committee on the overall national 
Federal-aid- to-airports bill was completely opposed to the bill which 
this committee had prepared and introduce ‘ed and which was reported 
unanimously by this committee, by the full Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce Commitee, and passed the Senate wmanimously. 
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At page 37 of the hearings on the Federal-aid-to-airports bill, S. 
1855, he says: 

Accordingly while we support the general objectives of increased program 
—— we are obliged to recommend against enactment of this particular 

lil. 

I would like to continue with the requests made for adequate funds 
for airport construction under the old law as written by the CAA 
through the Department of Commerce under Mr. Weeks. 

May I say at this point that these matters were not made public 
ut this time under some strange rule called budgetary security, and 
these are listed for confidential, personal use, but I believe it impor- 
tant—and because of the lack of any military security in this matter—- 
that it might be wise to have the record adequate as to the amounts 
requested and the amounts finally recommended. 

Would you continue ¢ 

Mr. Pexuierint. The original request, as I stated, was $43,125,000. 
That is when the budget was being supervised by the Truman 
administration. 

Subsequently, that request of the CAA was revised for fiscal 1954 
to $29,934,000. That was the request of CAA to Commerce. 

The Commerce Department, on the basis of the figures that had 
been furnished to it, cut that request of the CAA to $2 million. The 
Commerce budget cut the $29,934,0000 made by CAA to $2 million. 

Subsequently, the administration sent up a budget eliminating 
entirely an item for airport construction. 

In other words, for fiscal 1954, no request is made of Congress for 
any aid in the construction of airports. I mean by that Federal aid. 
The Congress did not appropriate any funds for airport construction. 

In 1955 for Federal aid to airport construction, for fiscal year 1955, 
the CAA requested a regular budget, the sum of $1 million of the Com- 
merce Department. The Commerce Department submitted no request 
to the Bureau of the Budget, and the Bureau of the Budget did not 
request any appropriations of the Congress on the regular appropria- 
tion bill, and no appropriations were made by Congress in the regular 
bill. 

However, for fiscal 1955 supplemental appropriations, the CAA re- 
quested $33,350,000. Commerce requested of the Budget Bureau that 
they be allowed $33,350,000; and the Budget in supplemental bill 
requested of Congress $22 million. The Congress appropriated $22 
million. 

The CAA in fiscal 1956 requested $41,500,000 of the Commerce De- 
partment. ‘The Commerce Department cut that down to $31 million, 
requesting that amount to be included in the budget. Eleven million 
dollars was included in the budget. 

Congress finally appropriated for that amount $20 million, and 
then subsequently, of course, the additional amount through your 
amendments to Federal-aid-to-airports bill some additional $42,- 
500,000. 

Senator Monroney. During this budget work, during which figures 
were requested which were later reduced, did you have any conversa- 
tion with Secretary Weeks or Mr. Rothschild or other officials giving 
reasons why the requests for adequate amounts were so severely cur- 
tailed ? 
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Mr. Ler. I had discussions with Secretary Weeks and with Under 
Secretary Murray, Under Secretary of Commerce for Transportation 
at the time of the consideration of our fiscal 1954 budget. 

I, as Deputy Administrator, had had the responsibility for justify- 
ing before the House of Representatives our $30-million figure which 
had been submitted. On the question of cutting that to zero, I stated 
my opinion that Congress had expressed its will in the legislation that 
the airport program was considered to be in the national interest. 

As long as the statute was on the books, failure to appropriate funds 
for airport development would result in a severe curtailment of the 
entire program since cities would not go ahead on their own, as long 
as there was a possibility of Federal aid. 

Senator Monroney. Amplifying that, the city commissions and 
city governments having voted bonds to build an air port on a matching 
basis would have been in an untenable position with their taxpayers 
had they spent 100 percent of local money and failed to take advan- 
tage of the matching money that the Congress intended them to have, 
is that not correct ? 

Mr. Ler. That is correct. 

Senator Monroney. So that instead of using our Federal-aid-to-air- 
ports program to induce additional construction, the lack of funds 
actually froze the cities from doing that which they might have done 
on their own had they had the financial resources but could not do 
then for fear of being charged with wasting local money because Fed- 
eral matching money was forthcoming ¢ 

Mr. Ler. Yes, that is correct. 

The effect of this was to delay for at least a year the construction or 
improvement of many of our major airports. 

From time to time after that I would have discussions with Mr. 
Murray and Secretary Weeks, and I brought out the needs for airport 
construction as set forth from the data we had available. 

However, our program was necessarily so limited by the funds we 
had available that we could only determine that the needs were far 
in excess of anything that was available. 

We did have numerous meetings about what should be included 
in the program. I felt that the will of Congress was that the airport 
program should be a balanced one between small airports and large 
airports and that the intent of Congress was that terminal buildings 
be included in our program. 

That matter was considered again by this committee, and they 
reaffirmed what I thought was the original desire of Congress, that 
we have this balanced program between Jarge and small airports and 
that terminal buildings be included. 

Senator Monroney. During the course of your discussions, was 
there anything said by Mr. Weeks or Mr. Murray that the airports 
should be all on a basis which would reimburse to the Federal Gov- 
ernment and the State the loans and the amortization of this airport 
program ? 

I know there were a lot of stories at the time that Mr. Murray— 
and I presume acting under the authority of Mr. Weeks—felt that 
the aviation facilities and aids, such as airports and navigation sys- 
tems, should be charged to the airlines and to the pilots in the planes 
using those facilities. 
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Mr. Lee. We did have some discussion of that. It was particularly 
concentrated on terminal buildings, which the Department felt could 
be self-supporting in most cases. 

I felt that was only possible with a few major terminal buildings, 
and certainly not for airport facilities. Of course, there were discus- 
sions from time to time on the airway user charge program. 

Senator Monroney. You concluded just that that was not feasible, 
and the position of the Department of Commerce was that it was 
a necessary part of their program to saddle aviation with those addi- 
tional charges? 

Mr. Ler. Our position was that of providing staff assistance to the 
Secretary in those matters. 

Senator Monroney. You have no authority as the law is presently 
framed, you as a satellite or a subsidiary, to actually advance or to 
come directly to the Congress without regard to the Secretary of 
Commerce's policy ? 

Mr. Ler. That is correct. 

Senator Monroney. And tell us what actually your experience has 
indicated was necessary for the full development of aviation, keeping 
pace with all of the technical problems; is that correct ? 

Mr. Lex. That is correct; yes. 

Senator Monroney. I would like to ask the Committee Counsel 
to read their press release from the Department of Commerce, Office 


of the Secretary, at this time. 
Mr. Peviicrint. This is a press release dated for release December 


12, 1955, entitled “Statement by Under Secretary of Commerce for 
Transportation Louis S. Rothschild: 


To keep the record straight. 

The Commerce Department is required by law to foster, promote, and develop 
the transportation facilities of the United States, including civil aviation. As 
Under Secretary of Commerce for Transportation, I am responsible to the 
Secretary for the direction of these duties in the public interest and in accord- 
ance with administration policies. 

An essential of good management is harmonious relations among top execu- 
tives. Of course, this does not mean suppression of ideas, for only through frank 
discussion can sound judgments be formed. But it does mean being able to get 
along together and once policy is set to give it wholehearted support. Experience 
proves that only through smoothly functioning organization can maximum good 
results be achieved. 

The position of Administrator of Civil Aeronautics is a Presidential appoint- 
ment. subject to termination at the discretion of the Chief Executive. It is not 
a civil-service-career job. 

The Secretary of Commerce, more than 2 years ago, recommended the appoint- 
ment of the former Administrator and naturally wanted him to succeed. So 
did I. But after long trial and an accumulation of stresses detrimental to the 
sound development of Civil Aeronautics Administration programs, the decision 
was reluctantly made that someone better suited in leadership talent and team- 
work was required. 

Neither political consideration nor personal malice is involved. Both the 
former and present Administrators are Republicans. The former Administrator 
was notified of the decision several weeks ago in order that he might have time 
to prepare for a fresh start elsewhere. 

Prompted by public duty and concern for the welfare of CAA and its loyal and 
skilled personnel, the Secretary recommended to the President that Deputy Ad- 
ministrator Charles J. Lowen be appointed Administrator of Civil Aeronautics. 

Administrator Lowen has the experience, ability, and character to make an 
outstanding leader in civil aviation progress. He has the confidence and support 
of the Secretary and myself and the good will and best wishes of the entire 
Department. 


OES 
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Senator Monroney. In other words, in the third paragraph from 
the end: 

The former Administrator was notified of the decision several weeks ago in 
order that he might have time to prepare for a fresh start elsewhere. 

By whom was this decision made, Mr. Lee? 

Mr. Lee. Well, the first request I had to submit a resignation was 
made by Under Secretary Rothschild on October 17, 1955. At that 
time I indicated to him that I was not prepared to submit my resigna- 
tion. I was given no reason for the request, except, shall we say, lack 
of—well, we ‘didn’t get along, in effect 

Senator Monroney. You weren't pl: ving properly on the team ? 

Mr. Leg. That wasn’t mentioned. I think I can give you almost 
a direct quote on our conversation if you would like it, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Monroney. We would appreciate that for the record. 

Mr. Ler. He said, “Fred, we haven’t been getting along too well 
and I don’t think we are going to get along and consequently we have 
come to the parting of the ways.” 

He then asked me for my resignation. 

Senator Monronry. Did he give any reasons other than you were 
personally incompatible temporarily, or otherwise ? 

Mr. Ler. Well, that is about the most I got from that meeting, Mr. 
Chairman. 

Senator Monroney. Was there any claim made of any incompetence 
in the administration of the airways or in the safety of control towers 
or in the inspection of aircraft, or the certification of pilots? 

Mr. Ler. No, sir. 

Senator Monroney. Or the myriad duties you were performing as 

Civil Aeronautics Administrator 

Mr. Ler. No, sir. 

Senator Monronry. Did he say by whose authority that this re- 
quest for your resignation was being made ? 

Mr. Ler. He made it as his own request, Mr. Chairman, although, 
as I recall it, he did say that he had discussed the matter with the 
Secretary. 

Senator Monroney. Was there anything said about having dis 
cussed it with President Eisenhower ¢ 

Mr. Lee. No. In fact, there was never anything said about that, 
either at that time, or later. 

Senator Monroney. It was all either Mr. Rothschild or the See- 
retary of Commerce / 

Mr. Ler. That is correct. 

Senator Monroney. And under the umbrella of the satellite po 
sition that CAA holds, these two gentlemen that you have mentioned 
assumed the power of the President, as his press release indicates, 
that the former Administrator was notified of the decision several 
weeks ago in order that he might have time to prepare for a fresh 
start. 

Were there any further discussions after that time with Mr. Roths 
child ? 

Mr. Ler. No, that was the one and only discussion I had with Mr. 
Rothschild concerning this matter. 

Senator Monronery. And you declined at that time to yield to his 
demand _for a request—I use the word “demand” advisedly in the fact 
that their own press release states that the former Administrator was 
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notified of the decision several weeks ago. So it could not, under 
the terms of this press release, have been a matter of a voluntary 
resignation by you that he was suggesting, is that correct ? 

Mr. Ler. That is correct. 

Senator Monroney. There was no doubt in your mind that you 
were being fired if Mr. Rothschild had the authority to fire? 

Mr. Lex. That is correct. 

Senator Monroney. Thank you, sir. 

Now, go ahead with the other conversation, as you can best recall 
them. 

Mr. Ler. Following that first meeting with Mr. Rothschild I had 
« meeting with Secretary Weeks on October 29, 12 days later, in 
which I discussed the situation at some length. At that time I was 
not again requested to submit my resignation. I did go into the 
matter—— 

Senator Monroney. At that time you were what? 

Mr. Ler. I was not again requested by Secretary Weeks to submit 
my resignation. 

I went into the record of the CAA stating that I felt the results 
in what we had done with our resources spoke for themselves. 

Senator Monroney. You mean by resources, the limited budget 
which you were compelled to operate ¢ 

Mr. Ler. That is correct. And I went into that in some detail. 
I went into our relationship with the industry which I felt was satis- 
factory. In fact, more than satisfactory. 

I reviewed the job of CAA. As an Administrator, I had to run 
about a $200 million a year corporation which reached into every com- 
munity in the United States. Our activities affected all air trans- 
portation not only the airlines but the military; they affected the de- 
fense of this country. 

Senator Monronrey. And roughly how many passengers on the 
airlines, just in round millions? 

Mr. Lee. Over 30 million. 

And I went into the tremendous technical demands which were al- 
ready on the CAA, and which were growing. 

I reviewed the record I had which I felt was one of complete co- 
operation and I felt that we had been in effect a real credit to the 
administration and to the Secretary of Commerce in what we had 
done and I felt that this was an unfair and unjust request which Mr. 
Rothschild. had placed upon me. 

Senator Monroney. Did Mr. Rothschild, in answer to your state- 
ment outlining your position, register any specific complaints as to 
your operation of the Ms AA? 

Mr. Ler. This was Secretary Weeks, and I asked him at that time 
what his complaints were. I got none except that we had—and again 
I can give you almost a quote—“unsatisfactory working relationships 
between his office and the CAA.” 

Getting down to specific matters, I did not get any, although I 
requested them. 

Senator Monronrey. Would you say that, generally speaking, the 
release of Mr. Rothschild then said: 

After long trial and accumulation of stresses detrimental to the sound develop- 


ment of the civil aeronautics program, decision was reluctantly made that some- 
one hetter suited in leadership, talent— 
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and I presume talent refers to experience and competency and 
knowledge— 


and teamwork was required. 


Was that roughly the substance of your conversation with the Sec- 
retary? Or did he question your talent? 

Mr. Ler. There has never been any question that I know of, of my 
talent or technical ability. 

Senator Monronery. Could you have exercised any leadership be- 
yond the ceiling put onto your activities both budgetary and testifying 
fully as to the ‘ieplorable situation regarding our obsolete ground 
plant for the jet age? The leadership was under a ceiling, was it 
not, of the mental attitude of the Secretary of Commerce and the 
Under Secretary, Mr. Murray, and later Mr. Rothschild? 

Mr. Lee. Yes. The amount of leadership which could be exercised 
was definitely limited by that and also by the fact that—I pointed this 
out—that in CAA we now have to clear every personnel action above a 
certain level; every organization recommendation and every figure in 
the budget through the Department of Commerce. 

Senator Monroney. Do you know with whom the Department of 
Commerce, then, clears these actions? Could it be a gentleman by 
the name of Leonard Hall who happens to be Chairman of the Re- 
publican National Committee? 

Mr. Ler. Well, that is in the Department’s hands. I don’t know. 
I heard that some of the technical jobs 

Senator Monronry. Was that customary before, that promotions 
or changes of jobs had to be cleared with the then Secretary of Com- 
merce under previous administration ¢ 

Mr. Ler. AsI recall it, it was not customary. I don’t recall that we 
had that requirement in the case of technical jobs I am talking about 
now. 

Senator Monroney. You do not know personally, though from your 
own experience, after you had to clear various technical and skilled 
promotions, with the Department of Commerce, who the Department 
of Commerce cleared them with? 

Mr. Leg. No, I do not know. 

Senator Monroney. Or if they cleared them with anyone? 

Mr. Ler. I do not know. 

As I say, that meeting with the Secretary, October 29, lasted for 
quite a while, and I felt that I had stated the case and the fact that was 
unjustified to request this resignation. I did not have any other meet- 
ing until exactly a month later, on November 29, when the Secretary 
of Commerce called me in at 11: 30 one morning and asked to have my 
resignation by the close of business that night. 

Senator Monroney. This was what time in the morning? 

Mr. Ler. 11: 30. 

Senator Monroney. In the morning? 

Mr. Ler. Yes. 

Senator Monronry. And they closed business at 5? 

Mr. Leg. Yes. 

Senator Monroney. You had been how many years in the CAA ? 

Mr. Lex. It will be 10 years in February. 

Senator Monroney. Was there any reason given at that time for 
the need of getting the key to your office by 5 o’clock? 
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Mr. Ler. No. I asked again if there was any complaint as far as 
performance is concerned and the answer again was nothing further 
than we had discussed previously. 

Senator Monronery. Which was the teamwork phase of air naviga- 
tion and air safety and development of aviation ? 

Mr. Ler. That is right. Relationships 

Senator Monroney. Under the broad umbrella of Secretary Weeks ? 

Mr. Ler. That is right. 

I did send the Secretary a memorandum by the close of business that 
day which indicated that I was not prepared to submit my resigna- 
tion; that I would like to do 1 of 2 things, if not both. One is to go 
into the matter further and find out the reasons for this action; sec- 
ondly, to discuss it at the White House. 

Senator Monroney. Did you at that time call his attention to the 
fact that the presidential appointment served at the pleasure of the 
President and not just at the pleasure of the Under Secretary of Com- 
merce or the Secretary of Commerce ? 

Mr. Ler. I felt that I made that clear. I said that in all—— 

Senator Monroney. For the purposes of the record, would you read 
your memorandum to Secretary Weeks, and the directive? 

Mr. Ler. This is dated November 29, 1955. This is addressed to the 


Honorable Sinclair Weeks, Secretary of Commerce. 





Dear Mr. SECRETARY: I have reviewed your request of this noon in the limited 
time available and feel that the effect the proposed action would have on my fu- 
ture, and that of my family, would be so profound that I must further seek reasons 
that lie behind your request. 

The accomplishment of the Civil Aeronautics Administration, within the 
limited resources available, since my appointment as Administrator, are a mat- 
ter of record and have been Commended on many occasions by responsible avia- 
tion officials, the Bureau of the Budget, tlw military and the Congress. The com- 
prehensive long-range plans that have been developed under my direction and 
which are being approved on a Government-wide basis will contribute even more 
to meeting the needs of the continuing unprecedented growth of our air com- 
merce and air defense. 

In all fairness, I feel that I am entitled to know what specific deficiencies you 
feel that have been in the operations of the CAA, under my direction, in order that 
I have the opportnuity to state my position. If you do not think this would be 
helpful, in view of the seriousness of the situation, I feel I should discuss the 
matter with the White House. 


Senator Monroney. For the purposes of the press, would you let 
our stenographers make as many copies of that as they can in a brief 
period because I think it is a rather important part of the develop- 
ment of this case. 

Following your letter which you had from some 11:80 in the morn- 
ing until 5 in the afternoon to prepare, what was then the course of 
the development of events’ Did you receive a letter in answer to 
your memorandum from Mr. Weeks ? 

Mr. Ler. No, I did not. 

Senator Monroney. No reply whatsoever? 

Mr. Ler. That is correct. 

Senator Monroney. Not even by a conversation or telephone ? 

Mr. Lee. I got a telephone call 3 days later, on December 2, in which 
he asked me to come over—this was a Friday afternoon, at 4:30 in 
the afternoon, to meet with him and the general counsel of the Depart- 
ment, Mr. Ray. I met with them and he said that he was not prepared 
to go into the reasons behind this any further, and said that if T re- 
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quested it he would arrange a meeting at the White House with Gov- 
ernor Adams. ‘That was.a very brief meeting. I again repeated that 
[ felt this was an unfair action and that 1 would like to meet with 
Governor Adams. 

I returned to my office and Secretary Weeks set up a meeting with 
Governor Adams on the following morning. 

Senator Monroney. Prior to the meeting with Governor Adams, 
was there any offer of a demotion, or a smaller position, where your 
lack of “leadership, talent, and teamwork” might not be so vital ? 

Mr. Lez. Yes. At the meeting with Secretary Weeks on November 
29 he did offer me a job as consultant for a limited period of time. 

Senator Monronry. How limited a period of time? Just until the 
storm blew over ¢ 

Mr. Lee. A matter of months. A few months, I think, was the 
maximum time. 

Senator Monroney. What was this consolidation prize that you 
were to be given? Was this during the course of the discussion con- 
cerning the “voluntary” resignation ? 

Mr. Ler. This was at the meeting that noon with Secretary Weeks, 
in which he said he would offer me a job as a consultant for a period 
of months. 

Senator Monroney. Until you could find another way of meeting 
your grocery bills? 

Mr. Lee. That is right. 

Senator Monroney. Very nice. 

Going back now, before your conference at the White House, at what 
time during this period from the time that I was seeking advice from 
you on the Federal aid to airports bill, which began in February, and 
your subsequent testimony in June, I believe, before this committee, 
and your later testimony which was strongly in favor of the need for 
a second Washington airport, did you notice this rigidity on the part 
of the supervising heads of Civil Aeronautics, through the Depart- 
ment of Commerce and their various under secretaries / 

Mr. Ler. Well, looking back on it, I think maybe the first indication 
was the appointment of a deputy to me back last May. 

Senator Monroney. Did you find your work as Administrator re- 
quiring a deputy—did you request the appointment of a deputy? 

Mr. Lez. No; I did not. In fact, after becoming Administrator, and 
knowing the burdens that were on the Administrator, I adopted a new 
form of organization which eliminated the position of deputy, and 
which put the responsibilities of the next echelon on three Assistant 
Administrators reporting to me directly. I felt that reduced a num- 
ber of people who the Administrator had to supervise and was a more 
satisfactory method of operation. 

Senator Monroney. What various branches did the three Assistant 
Administrators handle ? 

Mr. Ler. One handled the whole operations field, which included 
airways, safety, and airports; another the administration field; and 
a third one the planning, research, and development. 

Senator Monronry. Where did these three Assistant Administra- 
tors come from ¢ 

Mr. Ler. Thev are all career people in the CAA, 
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Senator Monroney. So the policymaking—you were the one politi- 
cally appointed policymaking head, and from then it went straight 
into career service of technical competence and experience, and because 
of your long service in CAA you did not feel the need for another 
politically appointed official in the superstructure of Civil Aeronautics 
Administration; is that correct ? 

Mr. Lex. That is correct; yes. 

EF did not know about the appointment of my Deputy until one 
morning about 11 o'clock when I got a phone call from Mr. Roths- 
child, who said, “I ain sending over your new deputy.” 

Senator Monronry. You did not know the position had been 
created ¢ 

Mr. Ler. Well. I knew there had been some talk about setting up a 
new deputy position, but I didn’t know that 

Senator Monronry. Had vou been in on the conferences on the 
settting up of a—— 

Mr. Lee. Actually, the position had not been created as such. This 
individual had to take a job as a consultant for a period of a few weeks 
until the deputy position was established. 

Senator Monronery. From the time that you were notified—lI believe 
you said at noon—how long was it before your consultant, soon-to-be 
deputy, was placed on the payroll? 

Mr. Lee. He was placed on the payroll immediately. He came over 
and saw me within half an hour. 

Senator Monroney. Had you seen him before? 

Mr. Ler. No; I had not. 

Senator Monroney. You were introduced to your new deputy with- 
out any consultation as to who he was, or as to what his competence 
or experience or knowledge of the technical phases of the civil aero- 
nautics work was to be? 

Mr. Ler. That is correct. 

Senator Monronry. You met him then at what time after the noti- 
fication at noon ¢ 

Mr. Lez. Sometime around 11:30 or 12. It was rather urgent, be- 
cause I was going to the hospital that afternoon for an operation 
which would keep me out of the office for a month, so I had to meet 
him rather quickly. I was about to leave to be away for a month. 

Senator Monronry. Was your hospitalization such as to require the 
position of the deputy to be filled that urgently when you had three 
competent Assistant Administrators who had been long with the 
Administration / 

Mr. Lxr. No, the whole organization was set up so it would operate 
without my having to be continuously on duty at Washington. Natu- 
rally, my duties take me around the country a great deal and I felt 
we had a smooth-running organization there, which could continue 
easily for a period of a month, or longer. 

Senator Monroney. But you were able, even during your hospitali- 
zation, to keep in contact with your office ¢ 

Mr. Ler. Oh, yes. 

Senator Monronry. It was not a serious, major operation ? 

Mr. Lex. That is correct. 

Senator Monronry. So there was no detail requiring the judgment 
of a policymaking plan where you could not be reached—you were in 
the hospital here: were you ’ 
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Mr. Ler. Yes. 

Senator Monroney. You would be available by telephone or even 
for consulation during this operation ¢ 

Mr. Lz. Oh, yes. 

Senator Monronry. That could not have been the urgency for 
placing the deputy on the payroll within an hour, or rather the 
consultant, soon-to-be deputy ? 

Mr. Lex. That is right. 

Senator Monronry. How long did you say it took to promote the 
consultant to the deputy ¢ 

Mr. Ler. I don’t recall, Mr. Chairman, exactly how long it was. 
It was one of those matters which had to go through the civil-service 
routine. 

Senator Monroney. It had a civil-service angle? 

Mr. Lee. Yes. This was a schedule C job. It is the only way a 
job like that could be set up, which is the kind of job that does not 
require civil-service status. It took a period of a few weeks to put 
it through. 

Senator Monroney. Who put it through ¢ 

Mr. Lez. It was put through by the Department of Commerce. 

Senator Monroney. You did not write up a justification for it—-you 
were in the hospital at that time, as a matter of fact. 

Mr. Ler. I don’t know whether our personnel office did assist on 
that or not. 

Senator Monroney. It would have been normal had the Commerce 
Department, having the direction and administration of the CAA, 
having discovered at noon that they had to operate with a deputy, 
to clear that matter ordin: arily through the Civil Aeronautics Admin- 
istration, to see if you felt one was needed, would it not ? 

Mr. Ler. That is what I would consider proper, yes. 

Senator Monroney. Now, where did this new deputy that you were 
introduced to come from ? 

Mr. Ler. He came from Denver, Colo. 

Senator Monroney. I don’t mean where he came from geographi- 
cally, I mean where he came from politically ¢ 

Mr. Ler. Well, he came from Mr. Rothschild’s office over to my 
office and I understand that he did have some political support. 

Senator Monroney. Going further, then, you provided an office, 
I presume, for your new deputy ? 

Mr. Ler. Yes. He had an office right in the same corridor as my- 
self. I felt this was the first indication that something might be not 
completely 

Senator Monronry. Teamwork. 

Mr. Ler. Well, free and easy between the office of the Under Secre- 
tary and the CAA. 

Later there were a few incidents, but not very many, which indi- 
cated that that might be the case. 

Senator Monroney. During the course of discussion, was there any- 
thing said by Mr. Rothschild, who had given you this new ——, 
as to his competence, or as to why it was so necessary at noon to beef 
up the CAA with the new deputy ? 

Mr. Ler. Not at that time, Mr. Chairman. Mr. Rothschild did 
testify later at the Senate Appropriations Committee that, while I 
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was away, he couldn't get proper service from the CAA. I looked 
into that matter quite thoroughly with my assistants who had been 
with the CAA for so many years and I felt that they had in all cases 
performed adequately and I did feel that a deputy was not necessary. 
However, Mr. Rothschild’s testimoy on that was not until later, fol- 
lowing the assumption of duties by Mr. Lowen. 

Senator Monroney. This new job that suddenly became necessary, 
had it been authorized in your budget ! 

Mr. Ler. No, it had not. 

Senator Monroney. Or by Congress? 

Mr. Ler. No, it had not been included in our fiscal 1955 or 1956 
budget, either one. 

Senator Monronry. And the money that was used to pay your 
suddenly developed deputy had to come out of your administrative 
budget which ordinarily would have been spent for technical or 
career people who customarily administer the highly technical field 
of civil aviation, is that correct ? 

Mr. Ler. That is correct, yes. 

Senator Monroney. Was there anything said about any friendships 
or close relationships of Mr. Rothschild or of Governor Dan Thornton 
of Denver, Colo., regarding the competency of the new deputy you 
now found yourself with ? 

Mr. Ler. No, Mr. Chairman. The telephone conversation was very 
brief. In effect, it was just, “I am sending over your new deputy,” 
and that was about it. 

Senator Monroney. At a later period, was there anything said 
about the close and enduring friendship that your new deputy had 
had with Mr. Rothschild or with Governor Thornton ? 

Mr. Ler. No, sir. 

Senator Monroney. Then, after he was established in his new posi- 
tion and new office, what duties did he assume? 

Mr. Lee. Well, that is a rather difficult question to answer, Mr. 
Chairman, because he was often working on assignments from the 
Under Secretary, rather than from me. He did look into the question 
of the organization of the CAA at the request of the Under Secretary 
and did make certain trips to various of our field installations. He 
looked into the organization of the Washington National Airport 
and how that was run, and certain other matters. Most of his time 
was occupied on assignment from the Under Secretary’s office. 

Senator Monroney. Do you recall any special assignments, duties, 
or transferences of power that you felt were necessary to properly 
dignify the newly created office ? 

Mr. Ler. Well, the job as actually set up and approved provided 
that he would act as a sort of an alter ego for myself. 

If I understand the question correctly, he did have duties which T 
would have, normally, except that I, of course, was supposedly the 
hoss. 

Senator Monroney. Making 2 jobs grow where 1 job grew before. 

Mr. Lee. Yes. 

Senator Monroney. What salary did he draw on the payroll? 

Mr. Ler. As TI recall as deputy, he was a GS-17. 

Senator Monronry. Under schedule C, that made those jobs exempt 
from civil service, is that correct ? 
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Mr. Ler. From the status requirements and all of those require- 
ments of the schedule A service. 

Senator Monroney. Did they have to clear through civil service as 
to the competency and experience and ability to fill this schedule ¢ 
civil service job ? 

Mr. Ler. I believe civil service does review the qualifications of the 
individual, but I am not too clear on that. 

Senator Monronrty. Would the committee counsel ask the civil 
service to have available by tomorrow the clearance of Mr. Lowen 
for this newly created position, and what measures of standards were 
erected during this period with which Mr. Lowen complied ? 

(The information referred to appears at p. 149.) 

Senator Monroney. Do you recall the salary range of GS-17 

Mr. Lex. I am not quite sure. I would say it is between $12,000 and 
$13,500, but I am not too certain. 

Senator Monroney. We will get that from the civil service too, 
then. 

You say that he started to work as more or less a deputy to the 
Under Secretary on assignments, rather than as assuming part of 
the workload that you had been able to carry effectively and without 
undue pressure ? 

Mr. Ler. That is correct. 

Senator Monroney. In other words, your work was not so great that 
it forced you into this operation ? 

Mr. Ler. That is absolutely correct. 

Senator Monronry. Then you mention that he did some work on the 
Washington Airport. He didn’t report that to you? 

Mr. Ler. Well, he prepared a report on that which I discussed for 
the first time at a meeting we had with the Under Secretary. 

Senator Monroney. What was the nature of this report ? 

Mr. Lee. It was looking into the numbr of policemen and firemen 
and supervisors and the whole staffing of the airport and how its oper- 
ation could be changed or improved. 

Senator Monroney. Now, speaking of that, I am told by some 
private plane owners—I don’t know whether this was a result of his 
report or not; you perhaps can straighten me out—but under the limit- 
ed budgets that the operational fund for the Washington Airport had 
been so severely cut that through the night periods when traflic is 
still dense and the hazards of night landing and particularly instru- 
ment flying in bad, severe weather “conditions, that pgp ac isory staff 
been so greatly reduced that in the event of a sudden, severe 

“ather situation, that there are practically no supervisors on duty at 
the Washington National Airport. 

Now, I would like to have your testimony as to that condition. 

Mr. Ler. Well, the night supervisors, there were three of them, 
were removed and I believe that they are no longer on duty although 
| am not posted to the situation since around the start of December. 
It does create some problems in having someone in charge at the air- 
port in the case of particularly unusual or emergency situations. 

Senator Monronry. Who closes the airport now when the weather 
is absolutely unflyable ? 

Mr. Ler. That comes about almost automatically. We have certain 
limits below which people cannot fly. 
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Senator Monronry. Who gives the order when the ceiling gets be- 
low minimum at the Washington Airport ? 

Mr. Ler. That is the responsibility of the individual operator. If 
they are permitted to fly down to a 200-foot ceiling and one-half 
mile visibility and it is below that, they are not permitted to land by 
our regulations and they would be in violation if they did. 

The problem of closing the airport would relate to hazardous con- 
ditions resulting from snow on the runways or equipment there, and 
that, of course, is the responsibility of the airport manager, Mr. 
Griffin, relating strictly to ground conditions rather than me teorologi- 
cal conditions. 

Senator Monroney. Supposing a severe icing condition came in and 
the ceiling was above CAA minimums. Who would give the order to 
get out the snow equipment or the sanding, in the event that the man- 
ager, who certainly couldn’t be expected to work 24 hours a day, was 
ioe nt? 

Mr. Ler. That was formerly the responsibility of the night super- 
visors. Since my absence from the CAA, I could not testify as to how 
that is handled at the present time. 

Senator Monroney. There were three night supervisors who were 
cut in the economy move to fit CAA into the Commerce idea of the 
proper budget ? 

Mr. Ler. That is right. 

Senator Monronry. Was anything mentioned by your deputy as 
to this condition, as he inspected the number of policemen and firemen 
who were on duty ? 

Mr. Ler. Well, it was his recommendation originally that the night 
supervisors be eliminated. 

Senator Monroney. He was the one who recommended the elim- 
ination of the night supervisors ? 

Mr. Ler. Yes, sir. 

Senator Monroney. And what was your position on that matter? 

Mr. Ler. Well, we reviewed the recommendations paragraph by 
paragraph and reviewed the needs for the various activities which were 
performed. We felt that we had actually justified the staff as it 
existed. Howe ver, if certain cuts were to be made, this was probably 
as low priority as you could get 

Senator Monroney. In other words, you couldn’t take a man out of 
the control tower ? 

Mr. Ler. Thatisright. You couldn’t take away essential crash truck 
operators. 

Senator Monronery. At what salary range were the three night su- 
pervisors who were dispensed with ? 

Mr. Ler. I would have to check that, Mr. Chairman. I don’t re- 
call. It was somewhere in the GS-10 area 

Senator Monronery. These were civil service people who were fired 
and not schedule C people ? 

Mr. Ler. That is correct. 

Senator Monronry. They had come up the regular way through 
civil service ? 

Mr. Ler. Yes, sir. 

Senator Monroney. Their salaries would combine approximately 
the total amount we were required to pay in the salary of the new 
deputy that was used; is that correct ? 
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Mr. Lee. I think it would be roughly comparable; yes. 

Senator Monroney. We dispensed in total money cost, of three 
night supervisors at one of the busiest airports in the country, but 
we did get a deputy administrator who recommended disposal of 
those three in or der to receive the Government money ? 

Mr. Ler. Yes, sir. 

Senator Monronry. Was there any consideration about the origin 
of the new director at any time during the period from which he was 
placed in the CAA until this matter of incompatibility grew more 
severe? Incompatibility between the Secretary of Commerce, Mr. 
Rothschild, and yourself ¢ 

Mr. Ler. I did not discuss it with the Under Secretary. I was, of 
course, curious to know what Mr. Lowen’s background was, and I did 
go into it briefly with him when we first met and on subsequent occa- 
sions and, of course, I did review his record. However, I did not 
discuss it with the Under Secretary. 

Senator Monronry. During the course of this stage of relation- 
ships and lack of teamwork, was there any other information which 
directly or indirectly caused you to feel that you were transgressing 
policy or good operational techniques in your position as adminis- 
trator ? 

Mr. Ler. Well, there were very few such conversations. Actually 
after I testified here on the airport bill—I think it was June 6, if I 
recall correctly—Mr. Rothschild did call me up and felt I had testified 
too favorably on the matter, although I had indicated that I was limit- 
ing mysef stricty to the airport needs as I saw them. 

Senator Monronry. Would it not have been misleading the Con- 
gress had you done less than you did, to testify as to the inadequacy 
of our present ground facilities ? 

Mr. Ler. I felt so; yes. 

Senator Monroney. But Mr. Rothschild said what, as near as you 
‘an remember ? 

Mr. Ler. Well, he felt that I had perhaps overstated the airport 
needs as I saw them, and had emphasized too much our forecasts of 
the increased needs in the future. 

Senator Monronry. As I understand your forecast as made by 
CAA, it has been a little bit below the growth of air traffic rather than 
above. I mean that you have had a history of underestimating, al- 
though it can’t be charged against you because few people could have 

salized the spectacular increase in air traffic. 

Mr. Ler. Yes, our forecasts have been below. In most cases. 

Senator Monronry. You got from Mr. Rothschild’s telephonic con- 
versation with you that your testimony had been displeasing ? 

Mr. Ler. Yes, sir. 

Senator Monrongry. Because you had emphasized what you truly 
meant, to be the condition of the airport facilities throughout the 
country ¢ 

Mr. Lre. That is correct. 

Senator Monroney. Although you had stayed carefully within the 
bounds and you had so told this committee this morning that you did 
limit your self, and you so stated in your testimony, to the need rather 
than to the plan or to the program that this subcommittee was then 
devising to provide for adequate amount to meet the money already in 
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sight to be matched, 50-50, with the cities or the local airport sponsor- 
ing groups, with Federal funds. 

Mr. Ler. Yes, sir. 

Senator Monronery. Now, was there anything after that which indi- 
cated displeasure ¢ 

Mr. Ler. Well, the only other one that I can recall of any real im- 
portance was in connection with the program which we had developed 
for the expansion of the airways system to take care of the anticipated 
needs of our future air traffic, both military and civil. While we have 
always had a 5-year plan in existence, which is amended from year 
to year as we go along, we deve loped this further, intending to put it 
1: the Air Coordinating Committee for coordination there. 

1 had mentioned in certain speeches the need for additional radar 
coverage and we had developed that need, of course, specifically, in 
our long-range program. I felt that the action which we had taken 
there had displeased Mr. Rothschild. In fact, he felt that we had 
gone too far in developing this plan without getting strict policy 
clearance all along the line. 

Senator Monronry. Do you mean that the technical need and the 
safety need of developing radar, even, has to be cleared through Mr. 
Rothschild and Mr. Weeks ¢ 

Mr. Ler. Well, we had- 

Senator Monroney. I mean even your suggestion to the Air Coordi- 
nating Committee, that you are an independent member under io 
Air Coordinating Committee setup, as a representative of CAA, at 
you not? You are not a satellite when it comes to technical wr bev 
in the Air Coordinating Committee and are not supposed to echo, as 
would a ventriloquist’s dummy, what Mr. Weeks and Mr. Rothschild 
are thinking in regard to the highly technical field of radar and air 
control of aviation, are you ¢ 

Mr. Ler. I felt that we should state our technical solution to the 
problem—which is a critical one, at the present time—and I was rather 
surprised at the concern which was shown with what we had done. 

Senator Monroney. Who are the members of this Air Coordinating 
Committee ? 

Mr. Ler. The Air Coordinating Committee is set up by Executive 
order and I will try and list all of the members. They have single 
members from the Department of Commerce; from the Departments 
of the Navy, Army, and Air Force; the Treasury Department; the 
Federal Communications C ommission; the Department of State: and 
a nonvoting member from the Bureau ‘of the Budget. I think I have 
them all there. I may have missed 1 or 2. 

Senator Monronry. Were you representing the Department of 
Commerce on that ? 

Mr. Ler. Mr. Rothschild is actually Chairman of the Air Coordi- 
nating Committee and has been so designated by the President. I am 
the alternate member of the top committee. Or was, I mean. 

Senator Monroney. Senator Schoeppel 

Senator Scuorrre.. Let me ask this question with regard to what 
you have repeatedly testified to. Might I inquire of you if the other 
members of this Air Coordinating Committee agreed with your ex- 
pressed views as to the needs at that time? 











cr 


ae 


STUDY OF CIVIL AERONAUTICS ADMINISTRATION 33 


Mr. Ler. Yes. After this discussion we had with Mr. Rothschild 
on this matter, we then cleared it through the Air Coordinating Com- 
mittee and they approved the plan at the level—at the technical level, 
which was the important level. They did indicate that the level of 
appropriations which had been included for fiscal year 1957 was too 
low and should be markedly increased. Otherwise, the approval was 
complete. On the technical side it was 100 percent complete. 

Senator Monroney. There is another board, the Air Navigation De- 
velopment. Board; is there not ? 

Mr. Ler. Yes, sir. 

Senator Monroney. Can you tell me its composition ? 

Mr. Les. The Air Navigation Development Board has five members. 
They are the Department of Commerce, Department of Defense, the 
Departments of Air Force, Navy, and Army. 

Senator Monroney. Mr. Rothschild serves as chairman of that, does 
he? 

Mr. Ler. No. When he was Assistant Secretary of Defense, 
Donald Quarles was designated as Chairman, and he has retained his 
position as Secretary of the Air Force. 

Senator Monronry. CAA and CAB are not represented on this Air 
Navigation Development Board. 

Mr. Ler. That is correct. Ma. Rothschild does represent the Sec- 
retary of Commerce. 

Senator Monroney. Aviation is represented on the Air Navigation 
Development Board by Mr. Rothsehild. 

Mr. Lee. The CAB is also a member of the Air Coordinating Com- 
mittee. 1 forgot to name them. 

Senator Monroney. You had served under other Under Secretaries, 
I presume, on the Air Navigation Development Board as their tech- 
nical adviser. Or had you substituted as me oe for them / 

Mr. Ler. Well, the organization of the Air Navigation Develop- 
ment Board changed in 1953, at which time the charter was revised. 
Membership was changed from a CAA representative to the Under 
Secretary of Commerce for ‘Transportation. 

Senator Monronry. Up to that time CAA, the technical end of air 
navigation and in charge of the operations of it, had been an official 
member of the Air Nav igation Development Board? 

Mr. Lee. That is correct; yes, sir. 

Senator Monroney. And in 1953 it was changed and the CAA 
Administrator was taken off and Mr. Rothschild—or rather, the 
Under Secretary of Commerce, Mr. Murray, at that time, I presume, 
and later Mr. Rothschild—took over the representation on this highly 
technical board, to speak for aviation 4 

Mr. Ler. That is correct. 

Senator Monroney. I merely mention this because as we are look- 
ing at the independence of Civil Aeronautics Administration, it might 
seem to be that the less ground-minded representative might perhaps 
be more stimulating to the development of this vital problem of air 
navigation. 

Going back, you mention—please cut in on me at any time. I am 
not trying to monopolize this thing. 

Going back to the work of your new deputy: In the reorganization 
and the studying of the organizational plans, had there been any pre- 
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vious bins eseatrn efforts made after Mr. Weeks took over—Mr. 
Murray, rather—took over the supervision of aviation? 

Mr. Ler. Yes. One of Mr. Lowen’s first assignments was to go into 
the report of a management engineering firm known as Cresap, Me- 
Cormick & Paget. 

Senator Monroney. They were hired by whom? 

Mr. Ler. They were actually retained by the Office of the Secretary 
of Commerce. TI believe Assistant Secretary W orthy was responsible 
for bringing them in—Assistant Secretary Worthy and Under Secre- 
tary Murray 

Senator Monroney. That is a part of the general management- 
specialist idea that has seemed to be so prominent in this Adminis- 
tration: Is that correct ? 

Mr. Ler. That is correct. 

Senttar “Monroney. Where we have had a great number of man- 
agement studies made. 

Do you know the approximate duration of that study ? 

Mr. Ler. They were retained in November of 1953 and their report 
to me as Administrator was dated June 7, 1954. As Administrator, 
| had been requested to sign the contract with this consultant firm. 

Senator Monroney. But you had nothing to do with their selection ; 
is that correct ? 

Mr. Ler. That is correct. 

Senator Monroney. Nothing to do with the motivation of the need 
for it; and, therefore, with the employment of such management spe- 
cialists? You were not me rir ? 

Mr. Ler. That iscorrect. I did discuss the matter with Mr. Murray 
at the time they were considering this thing and I had felt that the 
action which we had already taken showed that we had made a good 
start on additional economy. 

Senator Monroney. But you know more about the operation than 
the new Administrator with power to do something about it, being 
familiar with all the technical phases, and could do the reorganiza- 
tion, whatever was necessary, yourself ? 

Mr. Ler. That is correct. We had a management study only 3 or 
t years prior to this time and they had made a thorough report on 
CAA activities. 

Senator Monroney. Some reform resulted from that ? 

Mr. Ler. Oh, ves. 

Senator Payne. Management studies have been made before this, 
then ? 

Mr. Ler. Yes. 

Senator Payne. This is nothing new? 

Mr. Ler. That is right. 

Senator Monronrey. When were you informed that the firm of 
Cresap, McCormick & Paget had been found necessary for a second 
reorganization study although one had previously been made 3 years 
before which had resulted in some management economy ? 

Mr. Ler. It was shortly before the time the contract was signed in 
November of 1953. 

Senator Monronry. And they were employed, I think you said, 
by Under Secretary Murray. And what was the other one? 

Mr. Lrr. Assistant Secretary Worthy. 
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Senator Monronrey. And where were they located? Where was 
the home office of this company ? 

Mr. Ler. The home office of the company was in Chicago. They 
also had an office in New York. 

Senator Monroney. Had they ever had any experience in the tech- 
nical phase of aviation. 

Mr. Ler. Not that I knew of. They had been working strictly on 
management consulting matters. 

Senator Monroney. During the course of the study did you acquire 
any information on the general type of reorganizations they had 
studied ? 

Mr. Ler. I actually did not go into the background very much. At 
least the group that were on this project had not had previous aviation 
experience. 

Senator Monronry. Was there any intimation or information that 
came to you at any time prior to or just after their appointment, as 
to why this particular firm, with no background in aviation, had been 
selected ? 

Mr. Ler. No, sir. 

Senator Monroney. Were the management of this, either Mr. 
Cresap, Mr. McCormick, or Mr. Paget personally acquainted with 
you! 

Mr. Lex. No, sir. 

Senator Monroney. You had done nothing to recommend them ? 

Mr. Ler. No, sir. 

Senator Monronry. Were they personal friends of Under Secretary 
Murray, or of Mr. Worthy ? 

Mr. Ler. Well, I don’t know personally of any connection there, 
except at some hearings before the Senate Appropriations Committee 
a couple of years ago, “T believe Mr. W orthy testified that he had been 
acquainted with one of the partners there. 

Senator Monronery. How acquainted or related? In what manner? 

Mr. Ler. I would have to refer back to that testimony. 

Senator Monroney. We will have the staff also do that. 

What was the date of that testimony ? 

Mr. Ler. As I recall it, it was the hearing of the Senate Appro- 
priations Committee on the regular Commerce appropriations, 83d 
Congress, 2d session. 

Senator Monroney. Did they come down for special funds for this 
study or did that also come out of the operational funds of the CAA ? 

Mr. Ler. This came out of other CAA funds; yes. 

Senator Monronry. Operational funds? 

Mr. Ler. Administrative or operation. 

Senator Monronry. They are somewhat interchangeable I guess, 
are they not? 

Mr. Ler. That is right. 

Senator Monronry. What was the cost of this study ? 

Mr. Lee. The original contract was in the amount of a little over 
$104,000. There was a request for certain additional funds for addi- 
tional services rendered which increased the cost by some amount 
which I do not recall, 

Senator Monronry. Will you try to get the additional amount ? 
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I understand they did make a report, without ever having had any 
experience in air navigation, being strictly a managament firm, deal- 
ing with control of overhead and ‘things of that kind; that they sud 
denly became experts in the field of air navigation and recommended 
anew and somewhat revolutionary system of control of aircraft in the 
air; is that correct ¢ 

Mr. Ler. Yes. I believe a copy of the report was at one time 
sent up to the Congress and i later returned. I think that Senator 
McCarran was familiar with the matter at that time. Actually, their 
covering letter reports that their findings center around 5 major 
recommedations, 2 of which relate to the Federal airways system, 
1 to the aviation safety activities of the CAA, 1 to the Office of Air- 
ports, and the fifth major field is on certain internal organizational 
matters. 

Senator Monroney. In other words, three of the matters deal with 
rather technical matters of scientific air navigation and control of 
aircraft strictly related to long experiences in operation of airways? 

Mr. Ler. Two relate to airways, one to safety. 

Senator Monroney. The other two relate to management ? 

Mr. Lee. Yes. The Office of Airports relates partly to operations 
and partly to management. 

Senator Monroney. Could you tell the committee briefly some of 
the recommendations contained in these matters of their entry into 
the technical field of aviation ? 

Mr. Ler. The ones regarding the airways system relate to, first, the 
Interstate Airways Communications stations, of which we have aw 
large number around the country, and they recommended the elimina- 
tion of them as such. 

Senator Monroney. How many were they going to limit? 

Mr. Ler. They would eliminate them all as such and transfer some 
of the activities to other facilities that we have. 

Senator Monroney. Do you mean we would lose some “X” num- 
ber of communications stations so that a plane flying at 20,000 feet 
would be forcing out several hundred miles additional before they 
could reach—in other words they would either have to have radio, 
or air conditions powerful enough in the air, to reach a more distant 
communications system or station ? 

Mr. Ler. That is right. As I recall it they recommend the elimina- 
tion of some 300 of the facilities. 

Senator Monronry How many do you have now ? 

Mr. Lee. In the neighborhood of 500. 

Senator Monroney. In other words, three-fifths of the present com- 
munications systems for a rapidly developing aviation industry end 
private pilots and others, would have been their answer for economy 
In air communications ? 

Mr. Ler. Yes. 

Senator Monroney. Now, this communication is from ground to 
air, is it not? 

Mr. Ler. That is right. 

Senator Monronrey. When you are flying or I am flying in a private 
plane and it is souping up ahead and you want to know whether 
you can get through it or not, three-fifths of the communicaticns 
stations that you call on we: ther, and ceiling and wind direction and 
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barometric reading, would be wiped out under the proposal of these 
men hired by Mr. Murray and Mr.— 

Mr. Ler. Yes; with some of the functions handled elsewhere. 

Senator Monronry. When they are replotted beyond the range of 
the average private plane and I would imagine beyond the range 
of some of the airlines radios. 

Mr. Lee. Yes. 

Senator Murray. You are not just keeping three-fifths of these 
things operational because you want to have soap operas that they can 
tune in to up in the air? 

Mr. Ler. That is correct. 

Senator Payne. Mr. Chairman, I would say we are getting into 
a technical field here, and I would suggest the report itself be given 
to the committee so if certain recommendations are made on one side 
of the picture, to see whether or not other recommendations are made 
on the other side. 

Senator Monroney. I think that is a wise suggestion and I don’t 
wish to encumber the record with the full report but I think the 
matter that we are studying as one of the important factors in this 
hearing, dealing with whether it is wise to have ground control, or 
rather having the Department of Commerce calling all the signals 
for aviation is a wise public policy or whether the independence of 
the CAA which knows many of these things would be more competent 
to employ its own management experts, if they were needed, than 
to have these wished on them by the Department of Commerce or 
Mr. Murray, the Under Secretary, or the other man. 

I merely think it is important to that phase of the investigation, 
as well as some of the friction that may have resulted, that we briefly 
bring out this matter. 

I do not intend to delay the committee too much longer—perhaps 
15 minutes on this—and then we will adjourn. 

Now, aside from the elimination of three-fifths of the communica- 
tions, ground to air—which does have a rather important bearing on 
air safety, does it not ¢ 

Mr. Ler. Yes, we have always felt it has. 

Senator Monroney. Now, did you resist the activation of this 
rather expensive management study, in the killing out of your com- 
munications stations ¢ 

Mr. Ler. We resisted in areas where we felt it was technically un- 
sound. On othe other hand we did put into effect. some of the 
management improvement recommendations which we felt would 
result in a saving of money. 

Senator Monroney. That was the other two phases of the thing that 
they studied, and which this company was completely, perhaps, com- 
petent to recommend ¢ 

Mr. Ler. Yes. For instance, their second recommendation on the 
wirways system was that we adopt a new method of air traffic con- 
trol under instrument conditions and that we adopt a three-level-of- 
flight concept, with short trips, under 100 miles being held to lower 
levels, from 100 to 400 miles at medium levels, and 400 miles and 
over, at higher levels. 

Now, that was one that we naturally studied carefully and we felt 
that it just could not be adopted due to the fact that the operating 
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characteristics of aircraft and meteorological conditions would not 
permit it. 

Senator Monroney. In other words, a plane taking off for a long 
flight must penetrate the lower level both on take-off and on landing, 
but he would be under a different system of ground control and air 
space than the man on the short-distance trip, is that correct ? 

Mr. Ler. Well, it would be after they had reached cruising alti- 
tude, and we felt that the characteristics of jets are such that even 
for short distances they have to go up high and would penetrate the 
higher level of flight. which, according to this report, was reserved 
to long-distance flights. 

There are lots of other things which control cruising altitudes, 
such as icing layers, turbulent layers. 

Senator Monronry. You cannot alw: ays guarantee a pilot staying 
at high level when conditions warrant dropping to another level, 
where he would be on a different. ground-control system, is that 
correct ? 

Mr. Ler. That is correct, yes. 

Senator Monroney. You would have 3 ground-control systems for 
8 stratas of air but no assurance that the airplanes would be able 
to maintain and stay in those, and certainly in their landings and 
take-offs where the greatest area of danger exists, you would be inter- 
mingling these three systems, is that correct? How would that work 
in relation to National Airport ? 

Mr. Ler. I would like to say, Mr. Chairman, at the terminal areas 
it was recognized that you would have to interming’e them. The 
problem comes in what you do in the en-route area and we felt that 
_ a technically unsound recommendation and one that could not 

be adopted. It was later submitted to the Air Coordinating Com- 
mittee and was rejected by them. 

Senator Monroney. Did your failure to accept this new three-di- 
mensional control of the air help to aggravate the feeling that you 
lacked teamwork with the Secretary and the Under Secretary, because 
you hadn’t accepted their report and had, in your reaction to it, caused 
its death ? 

Mr. Lee. I felt our resistance to these recommendations was a 
source of displeasure top-side in the Department of Commerce. 

Senator Monroney. And you are not prepared to say just why and 
how this highly technical matter resulted in the employment of some- 
one unacquainted with or unfamiliar with aviation and the selection 
of Cresap, McCormick, and Paget for this management study ? 

Mr. Ler. No, sir. 

Senator Scnorrrer. Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask Mr. Lee 
this question, to clear up my own mind and the impressions that I 
have received. 

You say that this report recommended the elimination or the aban- 
donment of a certain number of these stations. As I understood you 
you did say that in a number of instances they were related to other 
presently operating facilities that could give this same type of in- 
formation. Now, are we together up to that point? 

Mr. Ler. Yes, I think we are, Senator. The report said that the 
communications facilities could in some cases be handled by our con- 
trol towers, for instance. 
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Senator Scnorrret. Now, with the report such as it is—and we will 
have the full report before us, as indicated by the Senator from 
Maine—did you feel that there was, with the new arrangement, a 
blanketing of the information over the entire flying areas, as you 
recognized them in your department, or did it leave gaps in there 
that would be dangerous to safety ? 

Mr. Ler. W ell, it would leave some—either it would leave some 
gaps, or involve, as our studies showed, a fairly substantial increased 
cost to the taxpayer. It would result in less service, certainly, being 
available to pilots, particularly private pilots. 

Senator Monroney. In other words, you have a very short. range 
on most private planes and those are the ones who need to reach the 
ground communications systems to know what kind of weather or 
atmospheri ic conditions they are going into, and also to locate them- 
selves ¢ 

Mr. Lee. That is right. It is short range and it is also VHF com- 
munications, which is line-of-sight communications, so you have the 
problem of blanking out your communications. 

Senator Monroney. Having done considerable flying around in 
Piper Cubs, I know these little private planes have a habit of getting 
something wrong with their radio so that they don’t reach out very 
far. If you get the weather closing in, it is a very uncomfortable 
feeling and certainly not one ¢ nila ‘ive of safety to not be able to find 
within the range of your operational radio, the vital information 
that might mean life or death to the pilot and his passengers up 
there. Is that not correct ? 

Mr. Ler. Yes, sir. 

Senator Monroney. Perhaps on the airlines you might not need i 
so much because you might have 2 or 3 sets of radio. If you te 
$20,000 you can equip any plane with the type of radio that can reach 
out, but we are not at that phase of the development that we have 
been trying, and this committee has consistently tried, to develop 
private flying. If a man owns an $8,000 plane, he is not apt to put 
$20,000 worth of electronics in his plane. So the average man who 
wants to use the air would have been almost completely at the mercy 
of the elements without being able to reach the wide gaps that would 
be created had you killed off three-fifths of the ground communication 
stations. Is that correct ? 

Mr. Ler. That is correct. 

The only alternative there would have been to have long-line com- 
munications with other facilities which we have found would result 
in increased cost. 

Senator Monronry. Was this the management study that also pro- 
posed the sale of the airways communications system that has been 
operated for so many years een by CAA, to A. T. & T.? 

Mr. Ler. No, Mr. Chairman, I do not believe that was covered in the 
study, although I am not absolutely certain about it. 

Senator Monroney. There has been some talk in the Department 
and some request for consideration by CAA, for the turning over of 
these communications facilities which have long served well civil 
aeronautics in its development, to private industry ¢ 

Mr. Lez. Yes. The CAA conducted quite an extensive study or has 
been conducting quite an extensive study on this matter. It involves 
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the teletype equipment, and other terminal equipment that goes with 
our teletype system. 

Senator Monroney. At the present time you maintain and operate— 
and I have seen your civil sevice people take beaten-up war surplus 
equipment and rework it into modern and almost-like-new condition, 
to put back for the maintenance of your own teletype network which 
you operate and have operated historically for these airway com- 
munications. 

Mr. Ler. Yes. 

Senator Monronry. There is a proposal at high level, is there not— 
it isnow being studied at the request of the CAA, the sale of these vital 
things to A. T. & T., or someone else who could operate them at a 
profit ? 

Mr. Ler. Yes. A. T. & T. was the first one interested in the matter. 
However, one of our circuits is leased from Western Union and we 
use Western Union-type terminal equipment which we own and West- 
ern Union has become interested in the matter, too. 

Senator Monroney. The hour is now almost 12:30. Senator 
Payne. did you have any questions? I have not tried to monopolize 
this. I hope you would be willing to ask questions at any time. 

Senator Payne. In connection with the recommendations made by 
that survey group, you mentioned certain findings that you came up 
with as to the impracticability of the study in certain respects. Is that 
report of yours available, also? 

Mr. Lee. I believe that it is. It would be obtainable from the CAA. 
I would also suggest that the report of the Air Coordinating Com- 
mittee on this air traffic control system would be logically a part of that, 
too. 

Senator Payne. I would then suggest, Mr. Chairman, that in addi- 
tion to the report of the management group, that we also secure and 
have available, whether it goes into the record or not, the report that 
Mr. Lee made with reference to his observations of the recommenda- 
tions as well as to the report made by the Air Coordinating Commit- 
tee so that we would then have the complete picture of those who went 
into the recommendations and then we can sift them out and see exactly 
where we come out. 

Senator Monroney. I think that is a very fine idea and if the staff 
will examine those reports during our recess, and find them not too 
voluminous and expensive to print, I think it would be good for the 
record to print the whole thing. If it is a very thick and verbose doc- 
ument, we perhaps had better put them in as exhibits and not have 
them printed. 

Senator Schoeppel ? 

Senator Scuorpret. No further questions. 

Senator Monronery. Senator Bible? 

Senator Brete. Nothing further. 

Senator Payne. In view of the fact that we got into a discussion here 
on radar, briefly, and were touching upon air traffic controls, I have 
a couple of editorials that I ran across that I think at least may give 
some food for thought here and it may lead to questions, I don’t know. 
They might be ine luded and made a part of the record at this point. 

One is an editorial by Robert Hotz in Aviation Week, October 10, 
Static in the Control Tower, and another, One Step Toward Better 
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Air Traffic Control, which was also written by Robert Hotz in Avia- 
tion Week, Dec ember 19. 

Senator Monronry. They will be incorporated in the record and 
I would like to incorporate at this pares an editorial from the Wash- 
ington Post under date of December 12, entitled, “Politics at Com- 
merce.” 

(The documents referred to follow :) 


PoLirics AT COMMERCE 


Secretary of Commerce Weeks does not seem to have learned much from his 
abortive attempt to fire Dr. Allen V. Astin, Director of the National Bureau 
of Standards. His dismissal of Frederick B. Lee as Civil Aeronautics Adminis- 
trator smacks of the same disdain for the career service and an inadequate 
approciation of the importance of technically skilled administrators. Mr. Lee 
is a Vermont Republican with a wealth of background for the exacting require- 
ments of his job. After aviation experience during the war, he entered the 
CAA as a civil-service employee. He rose rapidly and won the respect of his 
fellow employees and of the aircraft industry, the airlines, and the pilots. In 
1953, President Eisenhower promoted him from the ranks to be Administrator. 

Obviously, anyone in a position of this kind has provoked criticism. Mr. Lee 
has made decisions without regard to politics and has fought vigorously for 
improved safety regulations. Within the Department he has opposed budget cuts 
imposed on the CAA because of his belief that a rapidly expanding aviation 
industry requires a larger and more alert supervisory agency. Last month, 
without explaining why, Under Secretary of Commerce for Transportation 
Louis 8S. Rothschild demanded Mr. Lee’s resignation. Secretary Weeks insisted 
that the resignation be handed in without delay. Mr. Lee, however, was unable 
to obtain any reasons for his dismissal. If there have been any complaints 
regarding his work, they have not been stated; on the contrary, many persons 
in informed positions assert that Mr. Lee’s work as Administrator has been 
exemplary and that he is a man of integrity and unusual ability. He is being 
replaced by Charles J. Lowen, Jr., of Colorado, Deputy CAA Administrator 
since May. Mr. Lowen has considerably less transportation experience but he 
has strong political backing. 

Chairman Magnuson of the Senate Commerce Committee is justified in calling 
for an investigation. Secretary Weeks has violated no law or regulation and 
is within his rights in dismissing the CAA Administrator if he believes a better 
man is available. But he should have a greater consideration than he has shown 
in this case for the morale of an agency employing 15,000 persons and which 
is intimately concerned with some of the most highly technical problems of 
modern aviation, aircraft safety, and aircraft design. The outsider cannot 
make a final judgment in the matter because of the refusal of responsible offi- 
cials to talk, but pending further development of the facts the public is justified 
in assuming that Messrs. Weeks and Rothschild were making way for a political 
appointment or removing an Administrator who refused to bow to political 
pressures, or both. 


Senator MonroneEy. I was talking about the domestic communica- 
tions system that A. T. and T. is apparently interested in. 

The overseas communications that you operate for CAA, there has 
been a proposal, I believe, from Commerce, and not from CAA, as to 
the overseas communications: is that correct ? 

Mr. Ler. That is correct; yes. 

Senator Monronrey. And who was seeking to buy that? 

Mr. Ler. ‘The company interested in that 1s known as Aeronautical 
Radio, Inc., otherwise known as ARINC. 

Senator Monroney. Who owns that? 

Mr. Ler. That i is a wholly owned subsidiary of United States Sched- 
uled Air Carriers. 

Senator MonroneEy. Those who now are franchised or licensed to fly 
would have control of the overseas communications, without any di- 
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rection, or would you merely pay them for the aids that you furnish— 
I mean on a per-diem or per-word basis ? 

Mr. Ler. Under the proposal, the United States Government would 
pay them for certain of the services which they perform of a safety 
nature. Safety messages, air traffic control messages are an example 
of that. Otherwise, the circuits would be available on a charge basis. 

Senator ScHorprEL. When was that recommendation made? What 
dates ? 

Mr. Ler. I am a little bit hazy on the dates. The study has been 
going forward since the time of Mr. Murray, and I can’t recall exactly 
when it was. 

Senator ScHorrrEL. If you can supply that for the record I think it 
is important. 

Mr. Ler. I don’t know that I would have it available, but certainly 
it could be obtained from the CAA. 

Senator ScHoEpPPEL, Thank you, sir. 

(The information requested follows :) 


[From Aviation Week, December 19, 1955] 
ONE STEP TOWARD BETTER AIR TRAFFIC CONTROL 


(By Robert Hotz) 


d 


The major issue at stake in replacement of Frederick B. Lee as head of the 
Civil Aeronautics Administration by his deputy administrator, Charles J. Lowen, 
Jr., is the future of air traffic control. 

For more than 6 months, CAA has been the focal point of a rapidly growing 
crisis in air traffic control. During this period, CAA has been the target for a 
rising volume of bitter criticism on this score by airline pilots, airline manage- 
ment, and the military. It is the airlines, corporations, Air Force, and Navy that 
do the vast bulk of Federal airways flying in instrument weather when the air 
traffic jam gets tightest and most dangerous. 

Aviation Week warned last August: 

“A much more vigorous approach to the air traffic control problem is necessary 
now if aviation is to avoid the tragic consequences of more mid-air collisions, 
economic strangulation of airline revenue, and blunted efficiency of Strategic 
Air Command and Air Defense Command operations.” 

Gen. Curtis LeMay, commander of Strategic Air Command, angrily threatened 
to push for military control of the airways system unless it was modernized to 
meet current and future military needs. Lt. Gen. Joseph Smith, commander of 
the Military Air Transport Service, publicly attacked the Federal airways and 
traffic control system as inadequate. General Smith's public blast was delivered 
before the Washington meeting of the Radio Technical Commission for Aero- 
nautics, whose members are experts on the airways problem. Comments of air- 
line pilots and operations executives working within the present traffic control 
framework are for the most part unprintable. Air traffic control problems have 
been the theme of more than one recent meeting of top level airline management, 
and the Air Transport Association has been deeply concerned. 


PRESSURED INTO ACTION 


Last summer, CAA, under Lee’s leadership, fought a bitter rearguard action 
against integrating Air Defense radar into a common traffic control system. 
Only heavy pressure from other agencies forced CAA into the Deer Island 
(Boston) experiment that will eventually lead to an all-radar airway between 
Boston and Norfolk. CAA’s most recent 5-year airways improvement plan has 
been rejected by the Air Coordinating Committee’s Nav-panel as “too little, too 
late.” 

Uneasy over the CAA situation, Under Secretary of Commerce Louis Roths- 
child brought in Lowen, first as a special consultant last May and then as deputy 
CAA Administrator in August. 

Lowen, like Lee, is a pilot and a Republican. He served with the Air Trans- 
port Command in World War II, then went with Capital Airlines after the war 
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and later managed the municipal airport at Denver. One of Lowen’s first con- 
clusions at CAA was that air traffic control was its most critical problem and 
a fresh and more vigorous approach to solving this problem was urgently 
required. He drafted a plan of action including establishment of an air traffic 
control operation separate from the traditional CAA Office of Federal Airways. 
Lowen also wanted to recruit fresh traffic control talent to operate the new group. 
Lee vigorously opposed Lowen’s air traffic control proposals. 


NEW APPROACH 


On October 10, just after General Smith’s criticism, Aviation Week again 
warned: 

“If CAA does not take necessary action immediately (on air traffic control), 
Congress will have to designate some other agency to solve the problem.” 

Under Secretary Rothschild did not wait for the possibility of congressional 
pressure. Stirred by reaction from airline management and the military, he 
took what he considered the necessary action at CAA. With the President’s 
approval he fired Lee and replaced him with Lowen. This action was a clear 
endorsement of a new and more vigorous approach by CAA to the air traffic 
control problem. 

Lowen and top level Commerce Department officials are firmly committed to a 
program of improved traffic control. It will indeed be surprising if an inde- 
pendent traffic control group is not established soon in CAA, headed by topnotch 
experts in the field. It is likely that Lowen, in picking a deputy, will get a man 
who has practical experience in air traffic control problems both as a pilot and in 
the bureaucratic maze of Washington. 


LOWEN’S PROBLEMS 


Lowen will find, like other CAA administrators who have preceded him, that 
his biggest roadblocks in making progress are likely to arise within his own 
organization where an entrenched bureaucracy has been slumbering oblivious to 
the vast technical changes that have spurred aviation. There are a great many 
capable people in CAA. One of Lowen’s toughest tasks will be to find them and 
weld them into a solid, technically competent team that is firmly dedicated to 
solving, not sloughing off, aviation’s critical problems. 

Lowen also will find widespread external support for a vigorous and techni- 
cally sound attack on the problems of air traffic control. 

The metal is being cut at Seattle, Santa Monica, and Burbank on a great fleet 
of jet transports. The airlines are placing billions of dollars in orders for these 
planes in the expectation that they will be able to carry the American public in 
them safely and swiftly by 1960. 

Unless the Civil Aeronautics Administration takes the lead now in building 
a Federal airways and air traffic control system that can handle these jet trans- 
ports, American aviation will drift steadily toward the worst crisis in its history. 





[From Aviation Week, October 10, 1955] 
EpITORIAL—STATIC IN THE CONTROL TOWER 
(By Robert Holtz) 


A series of recent public blasts by military and civil-transport experts on 
the inadequacy of the present air traffic control system planning are further 
indication of the growing crisis in airspace. These blasts were delivered at 
the annual radio technical committee for aeronautics meeting in Washington by 
Lt. Gen. Joseph Smith, commander of the Military Air Transport Service which 
operates a sizable fleet of aircraft over the domestic airways system, and Sam 
Saint, veteran American Air Lines pilot, consultant to the Air Navigation and 
Development Board and an indefatigable worker in the cause of better air- 
traffic control. General Smith’s views were endorsed by Milton Arnold, opera- 
tions vice president of the Air Transport Association and another recognized 
authority on the subject. 

FUTURE VERSUS PRESENT 


A week later Civil Aeronautics Administrator Fred Lee made a speech to 
business aircraft operators in Detroit reflecting the CAA party line on the 
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traffice-control problem. The RTCA blasts and Lee’s speech present some inter- 
esting contrasts that explain much of the military and civil dissatisfaction with 
the CAA’s past, and present attitude toward the Federal airways system. 

Fred Lee spoke glowingly of a 10-year “grand-scale”’ CAA planning effort 
aimed at meeting the air traffic control problem of the future. 

General Smith warned bluntly that the traffic-control problem is acute already 
and the current airways system is inadequate and obsolete for even current com- 
bined civil-military needs. He called for emergency action immediately instead 
of more grandiose future planning. 

Fred Lee said CAA must prepare to meet the problems of the jet age. Gen- 
eral Smith pointed out that the jet age is here with thousands of military jets 
flying in the United States that must be integrated into the current air traffic 
control system. 

Fred Lee expressed concern that inadequate future airways planning by CAA 
might prove to be a stumbling block to the industry and throttle future growth. 


RADAR CONVERSIONS 


Any airline operations executive can tell him that air traffic control is now 
throttling future airline traffic growth. When the New York area bottleneck is 
jammed in instrument weather, airline traffic is delayed and stopped as far away 
as the Midwest, Miami, and New England. During IFR weather the east 
coast short-haul airlines often run at an average ramp-to-ramp speed no faster 
than the Pennsylvania Railroad. 

Fred Lee says thae CAA answer to the problem is radar, radar, and more 
radar. This must be encouraging news to the people who have been beating on 
CAA ever since 1946 to apply radar to traflic-control problems. Not until 1952 
did CAA begin to operate a radar traffic control center. Only last summer it 
conducted a typical pigeonholing, doubletaking rear-guard action in the Air 
Coordinating Committee, blocking effective integration of military air defense 
radar into a unified air traffic control system. 

As Sam Suaint points out so accurately, the technology in the avionics field 
has far outstripped the budget and policy administrators. The major prob- 
lems in organizing an effective traffic control system to handle today’s traffic 
and planning its development to take care of tomorrow’s expanding volume are 
political, philosophical, and financial, not technical. Until agreement is reached 
on the three basic problems raised by Saint there is little hope for welding the 
black boxes that are now and soon will be available into an effective traffic- 
control system that meets both civil and military needs. 


PUBLIC DEBATE NEEDED 


It is good to see these bitter debates over air traffic control emerging from 
behind the closed door committee meeting and panels into the fresh air of public 
debate. 

For the public has a vast stake in the issue. Every taxpayer who helps pay 
for military airpower in the belief that it will defend our country has a stake 
in air traffic control. Every citizen who buys an airline ticket and every corpo- 
ration exeeutive who travels in a company transport also has legitimate stakes 
in this problem. 

Above and beyond all this endless debate and tortuously slow progress toward 
a vital goal lurk the twin specters of a sievelike air defense and mid-air collisions 
involving 40- to 60-passenger transports over the heavily populated metropoli- 
tan areas that lie underneath the most congested air traffic centers. 

Ten-year ultimate goal studies are necessary to keep pace with the rapid ex- 
pansion of air traffic, but the airspace control problem is with us now in a 
most dangerous form. It requires immediate action along with future plan- 
ning if we are to avoid the twin disaster cited above. If CAA does not take 
the necessary action immediately, Congress will have to designate some other 
agency to solve the problem. 


Senator Monroney. Any further questions? 

ry. TT . . . 

Thank you very much, Mr. Lee. We will recess the hearings until 
10 o’clock tomorrow morning. 


__ (Whereupon, at 12:30 p. m., the hearing recessed until 10 a. m., 
Phursday, January 5, 1956.) 
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THURSDAY, JANUARY 5,1956 


Unrrep STATES SENATE, 
ComMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN COMMERCE, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON AVIATION, 
Room G—16, Unirep Srares Captrou. 
Washington, D.C. 


The subcommittee met, at 11:05 o’clock a. m., the Honorable A. S 
Mike Monroney, chairman of the subcommittee, presiding. 

Present: The Chairman (Senator M: agnuson), Senators Monroney 
(presiding), Bible, Schoeppel, and Payne. 

Senator Monronry. Before proceeding with the testimony today 
I would like to place in the record at this point a copy of the bill, 
S. 2818 ( agency reports subsequently received are also set forth be 


low :) Sea of Commerce, dated January 9, 1956; Depart 
ment of the Interior, dated January 16, 1956; Department of Justice. 
dated March 6, 1956; Department of Labor, dated January 4, 1956; 
Department of Defense, dated January 10, 1956; and General Ac 
counting Office, dated December 29, 1955. 


{S. 2818, S4th Cong., 2d sess, | 


A BILL To amend the Civil Aeronautics Act of 1938, as amended, the Federal Airport 
Act, as amended, and for other purposes 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That the following laws and parts of laws 
ure hereby amended by striking out “Secretary” and “Secretary of Commerce” 
wherever they appear therin and inserting in lieu thereof “Administrator of 
Civil Aeronautics”, and by striking out “Department of Commerce” wherever 
appears therein and inserting in lieu thereof “Civil Aeronautics Administration 

(1) The Civil Aeronautics Act of 1988, as amended (49 U.S. C. see. 401 and 
the following), except title XNITIL thereof ; 

(2) The Federal Airport Act, as amended (49 U. S. C. see. 1101 and the 
following) ; 

(3) The act entitled “An act to authorize the construction, protection, opera 
tion, and maintenance of a public airport in or in the vicinity of the District 
of Columbia”, approved September 7, 1950 (G4 Stat. 770) ; 

(4) The act entitled “An act to promote the development of improved trans 
port aircraft by providing for the operation, testing, and modification thereof” 
approved September 30, 1950 (49 U. 8S. GC. see. 1181 and the following) ; and 

(5) Section 5 of the act entitled “An act to authorize the construction, pro 
tection, operation, and maintenance of public airports in the Territory of Alaska” 
approved May 28, 1948, as amended (48 U.S. C. 485d). 

Sec. 2. The act entitled ““An act to provide basic authority for the performance 
of certain functions and activities of the Department of Commerce, and fo1 
other purposes”, approved October 26, 1949, as amended (5 U. S. C. 596a), is 
hereby amended by inserting “or the Adininistrator Civil Aeronauties” imme 
diately after “Secretary” and “Secretary of Commerce” each place they appeal 
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therein, and by inserting “and the Civil Aeronautics Administration” imme- 
diately after “Department of Commerce” each place it appears therein. 

Sec. 3. (a2) Those functions and duties previously vested in the Administrator 
of Civil Aeronautics which were transferred to the Secretary of Commerce by 
the provisions of Reorganization Plan No. 5 of 1950 (64 Stat. 1263) are hereby 
transferred to and revested in the Administrator of Civil Aeronautics. 

(b) Notwithstanding the provisions of subsections (a) and (c) of section 
7 of Reorganization Plan No. IV of 1940 (54 Stat. 1234). the Office of the 
Administrator of Civil Aeronautics and its functions are hereby transferred 
from the Department of Commerce and such office shall constitute an independ- 
ent agency in the executive branch of the Government. 

Sec. 4. Appropriations and allocations of funds previously made to the De- 
partment of Commerce for functions transferred to the Administrator of Civil 
Aeronautics by this act shall be transferred to and remain available to the 
Administrator of Civil Aeronautics. 


DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE, 
January 2, 1956. 
Hon. A. S. MIKE MONRONEY, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 

DEAR SENATOR MONRONEY: I have for acknowledgment your letter of December 
23, 1955, referring to the proposed hearings to be conducted by your subcommittee, 
commencing January 4, 1956, in which you state that you will be pleased to 
receive any comments I may care to offer concerning your proposed bill to set 
up the Civil Aeronautics Administration as an independent agency, and in which 
you request a prompt reply as to whether or not I or one of my representatives 
will testify at that time. 

The Honorable Louis 8. Rothschild, Under Secretary of Commerce for Trans- 
portation, has today replied to your like letter to him of December 23, 1955, 
advising that he is prepared to offer the comments of this Department with 
respect to your proposed bill, and further advising that he is prepared to appear 
and testify during the course of your hearings. 

In view of the foregoing, I have no present plan to offer any additional 
comment beyond that which will be made by Under Secretary Rothschild, but if 
subsequent developments should occur indicating that I would be able to add 
anything further, then I may wish to avail myself of your suggestion. 

Sincerely, 
SINCLAIR WEEKS, 
Secretary of Commerce. 


DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington, D. C., January 6, 1956. 
Hon. WARREN G. MAGNUSON, 
Chairman, Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 

My Dear SENATOR MAGNUSON: This responds to your request for the views 
of this Department on the committee print of the proposed bill “To amend the 
Civil Aeronautics Act of 1938, as amended, the Federal Airport Act, as amended, 
and for other purposes,” which was transmitted with your letter dated December 
23, 1955. 

The bill does not appear to relate to any matter within the jurisdiction of 
this Department or to affect any matter upon which this Department would be 
in a position to give helpful information or advice. Accordingly, this Depart- 
ment has no comment to offer with respect to the merit of the purpose or 
provisions of the bill. 

We greatly appreciate your bringing this matter to our attention, and welcome 
the opportunity to submit recommendations on any measure where the activities 
of the Department may possibly be involved, or where its experience may possibly 
be of value. 

Sincerely yours, 
WeEsLey A. D’Ewanrrt, 
Assistant Secretary of the Interior. 
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DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE, 
March 6, 1956. 
Hon. WARREN G. MAGNUSON, 
Chairman, Committee on Interstate, and Foreign Commerce, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 

DEAR SENATOR: This is in response to your request for the views of the Depart- 
ment of Justice concerning the bill (S. 2818) “To amend ihe Civil Aeronautics 
Act of 1938, as amended, the Federal Airport Act, as amended, and for other 
purposes.” 

The bill proposes, in general, to amend existing laws so as to transfer the 
functions and authority of the Secretary of Commerce in the field of civil aero- 
nautics to the Administrator of Civil Aeronautics, and to remove the office of the 
Administrator of Civil Aeronautics and its functions and appropriations from 
the Department of Commerce, and constitute such office an independent agency 
in the executive branch of the Government. 

The proposed legislation relates to the organization and activities of another 
executive department rather than to matters within the purview of the Depart- 
ment of Justice. It may be pointed out, however, that the bill proposes a step in 
the direction of increasing the number of governmental agencies which would 
be contrary to the general organizational principle of consolidating as far as pos- 
sible the various agencies within the existing executive departments. 

The Bureau of the Budget has advised that there is no objection to the sub- 
mission of this report. 

Sincerely, 
WILLIAM P. ROGERS, 
Deputy Attorney General. 


DEPARTMENT OF [ABOR, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington, January 4, 1956. 
Hon. WARREN G. MAGNUSON, 
Chairman, Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
United States Senate, Washington 25, D. C. 

DEAR SENATOR MAGNUSON: This is in further response to your request for a 
report on a committee print of a bill “To amend the Civil Aeronautics Act of 
1938, as amended, the Federal Airport Act, as amended, and for other purposes” 
which would transfer the Civil Aeronautics Administration from the Depart- 
ment of Commerce and constitute it as an independent agency in the executive 
branch of the Government. 

This bill would have no effect upon the operations or policies of this Depart- 
ment. It is my opinion, however, that to reconstitute the Civil Aeronautics 
Administration as an independent agency would be a step backward from the 
steady progress which has been made in recent years in the reorganization of 
the executive branch along sounder organizational lines. It is inconsistent with 
efforts which have been made to simplify the task of executive management by 
reducing the number of executive agencies. I would be opposed to this bill, 
therefore, on the basis of general principles of sound public administration, if for 
no other reason. 

The Bureau of the Budget advises that it has no objection to the submission of 
this report. 

Sincerely yours, 
JAMES P. MITCHELL, 
Secretary of Labor. 


DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington, January 10, 1956. 
Hon. WARREN G. MAGNUSON, 
Chairman, Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
United States Senate. 


DEAR Mr. CHAIRMAN: Reference is made to your request for the views of the 
Department of Defense on the committee print of a proposed bill which Senator 
Monroney intends to introduce “To amend the Civil Aeronautics Act of 1938, as 
amended, the Federal Airport Act, as amended, and for other purposes.” The 
Department of the Air Force has been designated by the Secretary of Defense to 
express the views of the Department of Defense on this proposal. 
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The purpose of the proposed legislation is to amend the Civil Aeronautics Act 
of 19838 and other aviation statutes so as to transfer the Civil Aeronautics Ad- 
ministration from the Department of Commerce and establish it as an inde- 
pendent agency in the executive branch of the Government. 

The Department of Defense is of course interested in the continued sound 
flevelopmient of civil aviation, and the military departments maintain close 
liaison with the Civil Aeronautics Administration in connection with mutual 
problems involving the use of airspace. The Department of Defense has no 
reason to believe that its present satisfactory relationship with the CAA would 
be improved by making the CAA a separate agency, 

This report has been coordinated within the Department of Defense in ac- 
cordance with procedures established by the Secretary of Defense. 

The Bureau of the Budget has advised that there is no objection to the 
submission of this report. 

Sincerely yours, 
JAMES H. DouG.Las, 
Under Secretary. 


COMPTROLLER GENERAL OF THE UNITED STATES, 
Washington 25, December 29, 1955. 
B-126425 
Hon. WARREN G. MAGNUSON, 
Chairman, Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
United States Senate. 

DeAR Mr. CHAIRMAN: Further reference is made to your letter of Decembe1 
23, 1955, enclosing a committee print of a bill which Senator Monroney expects 
to introduce when the Senate reconvenes. Such bill, in effect, proposes to divorce 
the Civil Aeronautics Administration from the Department of Commerce and to 
set up the Administration as an independent agency. 

The establishment of the Civil Aeronautics Administration as an independent 
agency would make no material change in present accounting and auditing 
procedures or the responsibility of the General Accounting Office. Therefore, 
since it is our view that the matter is one primarily of policy for consideration 
by the Congress, we have no recommendation to make with respect to the merits 
of the proposed enactment. 

Sincerely yours, 
JOSEPH CAMPBELL, 
Comptroller General of the United States. 


Senator Monronry. The Subcommittee on Aviation of the Inter- 
state and Foreign Commerce Committee will resume after the recess 
of yesterday. At the time we were receiving testimony from Mr. Lee. 
We would like to continue that line of questioning. 

During the course of our hearings yesterday, Senator Payne, and, 
I believe, Senator Schoeppel, requested that the discussed manage- 
ment report, which was the subject of questioning yesterday, ‘by 
Cresap, McCormick & Paget, I think very properly, that the full 
report be supplied either as an exhibit to the committee or if too 
voluminous that it would be printed in the committee hearings. 

It was also suggested that the Air Coordinating Committee, in 
turning down their rather revolutionary suggestion of a three-dimen- 
sional control of air traffic, and the report of Administrator Lee, be 
supplied to the committee and to the record. 

I would like to have a report from the committee’s chief counsel, Mr, 
Frank Pelligrini, on what he thinks. 

Mr. Pretiecrint. Senator, I requested through the haison repre- 
sentative of the Department of Commerce, who was in the room and 
had the information directly, that the particular documents be made 
available to the committee. 

Subsequently, I was contacted by the Solicitor of the Department 
of Commerce, Mr. Philip Ray, who advised me that the Cresap, Mc- 
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Cormick & Paget report was classified and had been closely held 
with the concurrence of Mr. Lee, within a small group within the 
CAA, and the Department of Commerce. The reason for this was 
that the recommendations of the report were of such a nature and 
so drastic in the effect on the personnel of the Administration that they 
believed it would be bad for the morale and would not serve any good 
purpose if it were made public. 

Mr. Ray advised me they were not refusing to make the report or 
a summary of the report—which I subsequently asked be made avail- 
able—to the committee. In other words, while they were not refusing 
to do it, they were requesting that the committee consider the posi- 
tion which the Department had previously taken on this matter and 
that they be given further time within which to accede to the com- 
mittee’s request. 

In other words, we have been unable to get the documents which 
were requested. 

Senator Monroney. Would you permit the chairman of the sub- 
committee to state that, if agreeable to the other members of the 
committee, we do not wish to lower the morale of CAA any more 
than it has been presently lowered by the firing of Mr. Lee but that 
we are concerned with the phase of the report dealing with air 
navigation and the discontinuance of three-fifths of the ground-to- 
air radio stations. I believe there was one other matter dealing with 
the operational and technical phase of aviation, which would not un- 
necessarily interfere with the morale of anybody but the management 
firm, perhaps. 

I am sure there is no military secrecy that would be involved in that, 
is there ¢ 

Mr. Petuierint. It was not put to me on that basis. I understand, 
Senator, that the matter was discussed with Senator Payne and it 
might be that he has something to add. 

Senator Payne. That is correct, Mr. Chairman. Mr. Ray of the 
Department of Commerce did contact me as Mr. Pellegrini has out- 
lined and he indicated basically what has just been outlined now to 
thee ae ee. He didn’t indicate to me, however, that it was classi- 
lied, but that they had adopted a policy as I understood it—I may be 
wrong—whereby it was not being made so-called public informa- 
tion because they had not had full opportunity to go through every 
part of it yet, to see what portions of it may be worthwhile and what 
portions wouldn’t. Because of this policy that they had adopted, 
they hoped that it might not be necessary to submit it. It apparently 
is a verv Voluminous document some foot or so high. I said so far as 
| was personally concerned, the only thing that I wanted, as I always 
feel about these things—there are usually two sides to every story. 
Whether this is so in the case of Fred Lee or whether it is in the case 
of any recommendations made by individuals, there are 2 sides to it 
and we are hearing 1 side and I thought we ought to be absolutely 
certain that we heard the other side. 

That same thing is true in connection with the hearings we are 
running now. I mean the Commerce Department, of course, will 
testify and of course they will have a perfect right to state what they 
want to state, which will give both sides of the picture, which is the 
only fair way you can ev valuate anything. It is never a one-sided 
pr ‘oposition. 
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For that reason, as far as I am personally concerned, I shall not 
press for the report unless it is felt that it can serve a very useful 
purpose in connection with anything we are trying to work out. 

Senator Monroney. Well, I agreed with you yesterday on the need 
for the technical phase of this. I think we could ignore the manage- 
ment phase, in that it was an internal, organizational change, but I 
do think that this committee is so vitally concerned with the issue of 
air safety and what is happening in the discontinuance of facilities 
that in the past it had proven beneficial to air safety that—— 

Senator Payne. It might be possible for them to summarize that 
phase of it. 

Senator Monronry. That phase of it, and the 3-dimensional traffic 
control phase, which is about the biggest $100,000 bust I have heard 
of, compared with—$150,000 4 

Mr. Petirerint. No, it wasn’t, Mr. Chairman. I was advised by 
Mr. Ray that the total cost, in round figures, of the report was 
$115,000. 

Senator Monronry. I see no reason for security in those two phases. 
The fact of the matter is- 

Senator Payne. Let me say this in all fairness to them. At least 
from the indication that was ov n to me, if the committee, through 
the chairman, made a request for that report to be submitted to the 
committee, there was no indication to me that there would be any 
refusal on their part to submit it. They merely wanted to set forth 
the difficulties they are confronted with and what it involved. It is 
purely on that basis, I] understand, that they talked to me and talked 
with Mr. Pellegrini, also. 

Senator Monronry. Would the committee agree with me that we 
again urge them to submit the technical phases of this and to leave out 
the other phases, or even to summarize those phases. 

I understand there was a letter forwarding the report to CAA from 
this management consultant firm that was a summary, and that we 
could strike out, in the copying, the phases that might be damaging 
to, or more damaging to the morale of CAA, and concentrate only on 
the technical phases of this report. 

Senator Payne. Well, then, would it not be proper for Mr. Pelle- 
grini to have a further conference with Mr. Ray or the department 
pommel, and see if something along that line could be worked out ? 

Senator Monronry. If that is agreeable, then we will ask you to 
continue your negotiations to get that for this committee. 

We were discussing yesterday, and the record will show, that Mr. 
Lee was sworn with a quorum of the committee, that he is still under 
oath and that a quorum of the conumittee is now present. 

Mr. Lee, yesterday we had detailed to us by you the various efforts 
and demands that were made on you for your resignation by Under 
Secretary of Commerce, Mr. Rothschild, and Secretary of Commerce 
Mr. Weeks, including the timetable of which on one occasion he notified 
you around noon that you were to have your resignation available. 

At that point you had requested a chance to discuss the matter with 
the White House, or at the White House, and Mr. Weeks, I believe you 
said, arranged a conference for you with Gov. Sherman Adams, Assist- 
ant to the President. We would like for you to detail again, briefly, 
who made the appointment for you at the White House and what 
transpired. 


ee 
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FURTHER TESTIMONY OF FREDERICK B. LEE, FORMER ADMINIS- 
TRATOR, CIVIL AERONAUTICS ADMINISTRATION 


Mr. Ler. The meeting that you referred to, Mr. Chairman, with 
Secretary Weeks and Mr. Phillip Ray, General Counsel for the Depart- 
ment of Commerce, was held about 4 o’clock on the afternoon of Decem- 
ber 2, 1955. 

Senator Monronry. Was that one of those days on which the resig- 
nation had again been demanded ? 

Mr. Ler. No, sir, this was not one of those d: ays. Well, may I cor- 
rect myself? Yes, they said that they would like my resignation. On 
the other hand, if I did insist on what I had contained in my memo- 
randum, they would arrange an appointment with me at the White 
House. 

Senator Monroney. That is if they could not get the resignation 
from you, then they would grant you the right to see someone in the 
White House ? 

Mr. Ler. Yes. I said I had no alternative, I felt, but to request, 
under those circumstances—if we could not go into the merits further— 
to request that I discuss the matter at the White House. 

Senator Monroney. Did Weeks ever go into the merits of the case? 

Mr. Ler. No, sir. 

Senator Monroney. Did he ever give you any reason, fact, cireum- 
stance or bill of particulars in any way, shape, or form, in his demand 
for your resignation ¢ 

Mr. Lee. Only the unsatisfactory working relationship matter 
which I mentioned yesterday. Other than that, there was nothing 
brought up. 

At that meeting I said I had no alternative, I felt, but to request 
that I be allowed to discuss the matter at the White House, and the 
Secretary of Commerce said he would arrange a meeting for me with 
Governor Adams. 

Shortly after I had returned to my office following that meeting, 
T received a call from Secretary Weeks’ office saying a meeting had 
been set up for me with Governor Adams at 10 o’clock on Saturday, 
the following day, December 3. 

Senator Monronery. December 3 was the date when you had the 
conference with Mr. Adams? 

Mr. Ler. Yes, sir. 

Senator Monroney. At what time did you appear at the White 
House ¢ 

Mr. Lee. I appeared at the White House just before 10 o’clock and 
met with Governor Adams shortly after that. 

Senator Monroney. In whose office did you meet ? 

Mr. Ler. I met with him in his office, just with Governor Adams. 

Senator Monroney. Alone? Under Secretary Rothschild or Secre- 
tary Weeks were not there ? 

Mr. Ler. That is correct. 

Senator Monroney. Was anyone there representing the Commerce 
Department ? 

Mr. Ler. No, sir. 

Senator Monronry. This was a personal discussion between you 
and Governor Adams? 

Mr. Ler. Yes, sir. 
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Senator Monronry. Was any transcription or shorthand report 
made of your conversation / 

Mr. Ler. No, sir, there was no one else there. No transcription was 
made, 

I did have a discussion with Governor Adams regarding the back- 
cround of the ease. 

Senator Monroney. Regarding, the background of the case, did you 
discuss with him the various demands th: 1t had been made upon you 
for handing your resignation over to Mr. Rothschild? Did you detail 
to him the demands Mr. Rothschild had made ? 

At the time you carried on the conversation, did you detail to the 
Assistant to the President, the demand that had been made upon you 
for your resignation by Mr. Rothschild and later by Mr. Weeks? 

Mr. Ler. Yes, 1 went into that generally, Mr. Chairman. Perhaps 
if the committee would like it, I will outline the subject of my discus- 
sion with Governor Adams as I conducted it. 

I said I was glad to discuss this matter with him; that I had been 
requested to submit my resignation by Secretary Weeks, and I empha- 
sized my loyalty to the President and the administration. I outlined 
the faet that CAA was a technical and professional agency, one in 
which the requirements were of the highest degree of professional and 
technical knowledge and skill, and in which I felt continuity and ex- 
perience in leadership was an important factor. 

I submitted that the record of the CAA during the 3 years of this 
administration had been a credit to the administration. The integrity 
of the agency was unquestioned. The technical leadership was “well 
known and the efficiency and effectiveness of our programs with the 
assets that we had available to us were certainly outstanding. 

I went on to say that I had been surprised at the request of Secre- 
tary Weeks: that I had never had any particular differences of opinion 
with the Secretary. In fact, I never had had a meeting with Secretary 
Weeks and Under Secretary Rotchschild, together, that I felt this 
matter stemmed entirely from Under Secretary Rothschild and I 
stated that I did not feel that my record of performance in the Govern- 
ment and elsewhere had shown that I was hard to get along with, or 
uncooperative. On the contrary, I did point to our relationship with 
the industry, and that is the airline and the manufacturing industry, 
the airport operators, the business aircraft people, the aicr aft owners 
and pilots, as being of the—our relationships being of the highest 
order, and I mentioned the internal relationship w ithin CAA was at, 
T think, the best point it had been in many years. 

I pointed out a little detail that on my second anniversary as 
Administrator, a couple thousand of the employees had voluntarily 
sent in letters and other communications to me congratulating me on 
the 2 years that we had had together. 

I went on to point to the fact that we were facing our biggest 
problems in aviation in the next few years. That we were faced with 
the very diflicult problems of the certification of new jet transports, 
new turboprop transports and new helicopters: that we had the biggest 
air traffic-control problems facing us with the increase in performance 
of military aircraft and the increase in performance in civil aircraft, 
as well as the terrific growth in all phases of aviation. 


Segre 
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I pointed out that it was difficult, even at the time, to recruit and 
hold the type of technical personnel which were essential to carry out 
our programs; that we were competing for engineering talent with 
one of the biggest industries in the United States, the aircraft manu- 
facturing industry being only second to the automobile manufacturing 
industry in employment, and that I felt stability and continuity in 
leadership and the kind of job security that you can get under those 
circumstances was the only real inducement we had to ‘induce the type 
of technical and professional personnel who were reauired. 

I went on to say that I had entered Federal service on the civil 
side after leaving the Navy with the desire to continue in the Federal 
service, that I had been in the Government for 1414 years and the it it 
was my hope that I would be able to continue. That outlines what I 
told Governor Adams. 

Senator Monronry. And what was his reaction to your statement ‘ 

Mr. Ler. His reaction was one that the decision as to whether I 
would accede with the Secretary’s request or not was strictly up to me. 
He stated that in a Government as large as ours, naturally the respon- 
sibilities had to be delegated to Cabinet officers. 

Senator Monronry. Now, wait a minute. Responsibilities. Do vou 
mean responsibilities to assume Presidential powers which the law 
does not give to anvone but the President to remove, once they have 
been appointed by the President and confirmed by the United States 
Senate? Did he indicate to you that this organizational setup as it 
exists today grants and passes these Presidential powers to a lot of 
little presidents running around ¢ 

Mr. Ler. No, sir: he was referring to the fact that in a Government 
such as ours the operations of various departments are so extensive 
that they have to hold the Cabinet officers responsible for conducting 
those operations. 

Senator Monronry. He did not indicate then or acknowledge that 
the policy was to grant privileges reserved only to the President ? 

Mr. Ler. No. 

Senator Monronry. Did he show any resentment that these powers 
had been attempted to be assumed in the various demands for you 
resignation that had been made by Under Secretary of Commerce 
Rothschild and the Secretary of Commerce, Mr. Weeks ? 

Mr. Ler. No. 

Senator Monronry. Would you say he was passive over that as- 
sumption of power ? 

Mr. Ler. Well, he said that it was strictly my decision to make 
whether I would accede with that request or not. 

Senator Monroney. In other words, Cabinet officers do have that 
right now to demand at will the resignation of anyone who is appointed 
by the President and confirmed by the Congress, if they are able to 
pressure such resignations from these Presidential appointments ? 

Mr. Ler. Well, a—— 

Senator Payne. Mr. Chairman, I think that question is highly 
irregular. I think if you are going to go into that phase of the tHing., 
I think we had better be pretty clear as to whether or not this is a 
situation which holds generally and has held rather generally through 
out the entire structure of the Government. 
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The Assistant Secretaries in the Defense Department, of Air, Army, 
or the Navy, surely they are Presidential appointments, but they serve 
under the supervision and direction of the Secretary of Defense. 
Under the Reorganization Act of 1950, in the particular Department 
we are talking about, the Department of Commerce, it is clearly set 
forth that the Administrator of Civil Aeronautics shall serve under 
the jurisdiction, under the supervision and control of the Secretary 
of Commerce. 

Senator Monroney. “Control,” I believe, would take it a little 
beyond the purview of the act, I will say to my very dear friend and 
fine colleague. The law creating the position provided he would serve 
at the pleasure of the President. There is nothing in the act to say 
that the President can or shall, or that an assistant to the President 
can or shall, delegate that power to fire, to demand resignations, with- 
out the President having at least a chance to have it done at the White 
Hfouse and in the name of the Chief Executive. I think that is the 
crux of this investigation. 

Senator Payne, Let me say this: Do you know that it wasn’t done 
that way, Mr. Chairman ? 

if you will forgive me, I personally—and I have the very high- 
est of regard for Fred Lee, as Fred knows, but I think we are doing 
a disservice to Fred Lee, I think we are doing to disservice to avia- 
tion, I think we are getting into a very highly irregular procedure, 
when we question the right of the executive department to run the 
executive department in the scope under which it is set up. I am 
interested only in one thing. If there is anything in these hearings 
that can be brought up that can show that the will of the Congress 
has been flaunted insofar as those things that pertain to aviation are 
concerned, that have been laid down by the laws of the Congress, or if 
there is anything that can aid in the development of aviation and can 
be of help, I am perfectly willing to go along on that. 

I have before me a list of Administrators—apparently that thing 
has been a touch-and-go proposition down there. I don’t know of 
any case where there has ever been any question raised as to the service 
of different individuals who served as Administrators. I go back to 
1938. The first one, Clinton Hester, served from 1938 to 1940. Donald 
Connolly was the second one from 1940 to January 1942. Charles 
Stanton, from July 1942 to September 1944. Theodore Wright had 
the longest term: September 1944 to March 1948. Delas Rentzel, from 
June 1948 to October 1950. Donald Nyrop, from October 1950 to 
May 1951. Charles Horne, from May 1951 to March 1953, and Fred, 
from April 1953 to December 1955. 

Now, certainly it does not look from the record that there has been 
any great continuation in the office there. I do not know what the 
reason is. I have got to assume that each and every one of these 
people were very competent people in the job. They apparently car- 
ried on their duties competently. I do not know why they left. 
Maybe they had another job offered. Maybe they found that they 
were not in agreement with everything that was being carried on at 
the top policy level. Maybe there were differences of opinion some- 
where down along the line. But so far as I am concerned, that was 
a matter of administrative policy strictly within the framework of 
our Government, within the jurisdiction of the executive branch. 
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I am not going to sit here and question the right of the executive 
branch to determine how they are going to operate the executive 
branch, any more than I want the exec utive branch to come up here 
in this committee room and say that the chief clerk of this committee 

should not be changed, from time to time, because of the fact that he 
is the most competent individual. We certainly make changes on 
committee staff here. 

Senator Monroney. Certainly, I agree, but if our committee coun- 
sel began firing chief clerks without consultation with the chairman 
of the committee, or with the committee members, then [ think we 
would be stretching this branching out that we are talking about, into 
thin branches of our committee. 

Senator Payne. You are talking about the right of the legislative 
body which has jurisdiction over these employees. We are talking 
about the legislative going into the operation of the executive. 

Senator Moxronry. The legislative branch under the Reorganiza- 
tion Act of 1946 was properly charged with—and I had something 
to do with that act—the supervision and continuing study of the 
operation of the executive departments that are under their proper 
jurisdiction, When someone attempts to exercise Executive author- 
ity, who is not the Executive, per se, of the United States, then we 
ire spreading this Executive authority to the extreme branches of the 
executive department, and we arrive at a maze of people exercising 
Presidential powers that the law does not give them. 

Now, I grant you we have had a good many turnovers and that was 
one of the reasons I was happy when he picked a 10-year man, a career 
man—and very wisely so, I thought—to head up the CAA. My 
prayer at that time was that he would serve out this term as Civil 
\eronautics Administrator—however long the Republicans might be 
n. I have known of his operations. I have respected his relation- 
ships with this committee. I will go so far as to say that I would have 
been one Democrat who would have urged whoever the Democratic 
= resident might be, if he should succeed this administration, that this 

e kept on a career basis and that Mr, Lee be reappointed. I say that 
from the heart, because I have a great respect for aviation and the 
progress that we are making and the seriousness of the job he is doing. 

On this matter of turnover, I think one of the rea ae Mr. Lee was 
ippointed was to get away from that. 

Now that he has incurred the displeasure of the administration 
through not wanting to depress items needed for safety in the air 
and in relieving congestion of our airports, then the Secretary of 
Commerce and then the Under Secretary of Commerce, have exercised 
\uthority that the law did not give them and did not contemplate. | 

Senator Scrorpren. Mr. Chairman, yesterday 1 pointed out that 
we should have clearly demarcated the rights of the executive branch 
is against the legislative branch, and all of those ramifications that 
come in. Obviously we cannot cover them in the record here. 

As a general overall 2 inciple, as enunciated yesterday, I think the 
record will show, Mr. Chairman, that you agreed with that general 
theory. 

Now, Mr. Lee appears here as a witness before this committee. He 
has been sworn. He has been asked about a conversation with Gov- 
‘rnor Adams, the Assistant to the President of the United States. He 
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is attempting to elicit—and I am sure as accurately as he can recall 
it, because he is under oath and he respects the oath, and I respect 
him for the positions that he has taken—to detail the conser vation. 
He should be permitted to detail the conversation there as he recalls 
it. ‘The implications that each individual member of this committee 
might want to put upon what Mr. Adams said, or what Mr. Lee said, 
is entirely another matter. I don’t think we ought to get into that 
phase of the thing at this time. But I think we should permit this 
witness to detail the conversation as he recalls it and then leave the 
interpretation of that for further questioning on the part of this 
committee. I think we are going pretty far afield here. 

Senator Monroney. All we are trying to do is get the full story of 
the circumstances in which the continuation of Mr. Lee’s service was 
properly before the Chief Executive of the United States. 

I wish vou would continue with vour recollection. 

May I ask if your recollection is assisted by notes that you made 
after the visit of Mr. Adams? 

Mr. Ler. That is correct; yes. 

Senator Monronry. Thank you. 

Mr. Ler. Well, to continue. { said I recognized the right of the 
President to request my resignation : that I fully respected his peroga- 
tives in this matter, but that I had declined to submit the resignation 
either to Mr. Rothschild or to Mr. Weeks, because I felt it was only 
fair that I be given an opportunity to state my side of the case, to go 
into the merits of the matter, and in effect, to place the case on the 
desk of the President for his decision. 

The remainder of the conversation was very brief. Governor 
Adams again indicated that, of course, it was my decision as to whether 
I would accede with the request. 

Senator Monroney. He did not tell you that you had to accede to the 
request ‘ 

Mr. Ler. No. sir, he did not. That is about the sum total of what 
we discussed. 

Senator Monronery. How long did the conversation last ? 

Mr. Ler. I would say about 20 to 25 minutes. 

Senator Monronry. Did you submit anything to Mr. Adams for 
transmission to the President at that time ? 

Mr. Ler. No, sir. 

Senator Monroney. When you left, what was the status of the 
case—that it was then in the hands of the President and only in his 
hands, to request your resignation 4 

Mr. Ler. Yes. I felt that the matter had been taken to the White 
House level and I had indicated my desire to go along with the Presi- 
dent on any deci ‘ision which he would make. On the other hand, I 
felt that in fairness I should be given an opportunity to state my case. 

Senator Monronry. Now, that was December 3, I believe. 

Mr. Ler. Yes, sir. 

Senator Monronry. Now, foilowing your conference with Mr. 
Adams at the White House, detail in your own way, according to the 
chronology of time, the next time efforts were made to secure your 
resignation, and by whom. 

Mr. Ler. The next occurrence was about 10 o’clock on the night of 
December 5, when Mr. Lowen called me. 
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Senator Monroney. Mr. Lowen was the deputy you had been pre- 
sented with ¢ 

Mr. Ler. Yes, sir. 

Senator Monronry. At 10 a. m.? 

Mr. Lee. And he said the Secretary of Commerce wished to see me 
, $:30 the following morning. Consequently, at 8:50, December 6, 

| appeared at Secretary W eeks’ office, met with him sometime after 
that—say at 10 minutes to #—and he said he would like a drait of my 
resignation in his hands by 10: 30. 

Sen ator Monroney. What do you mean by a “draft of your resig- 
nation”? Do you mean the form and the substance of what would 
be : eable to Mr. Weeks, if you decided to resign 

Mr. tin That is correct; yes. He mentioned a — relating 
to assuming duties as a consultant, and—well, that,is about the sub- 
stance of it. 

Senator Monronery. That it was merely a tentative bit of paper- 
work; that if you did finally agree to sign, it would be agreeable to 
Mr. Weeks 4 

Mr. Ler. Yes. As I say, I didn’t commit myself to submit any 
resignation at the time. On the other hand, I have never denied any 
request of the Secretary, except. the one that I submit a final resigna- 
tion to him, so I proceeded 

Senator Monroney. That was about 9 o’clock, you say ¢ 

Mr. Ler. Yes, sir. 

Senator Monroney. He asked you to have the draft for discussion 
it what time / 

Mr. Ler. By 10:30. He was leaving for New York by airplane 
it that time. 

Senator Monronry. You had been with CAA for 10 years but you 
had from 9 until 10:30 to write your will / 

Mr. Ler. Yes, sir. 

I went back to the office and quickly dictated a rough form which 
was not initialed or in any way—well, I didn’t commit myself in 
any way. I showed it to him at the airport just before he left. 

Senator Monroney. You took it out to the airport for him / 

Mr. Ler. Yes, sir. 

Senator Monroney. This was to see if the form was suitable to 
Mr. Weeks, if he was able to secure your resignation / 

Mr. Lee. That is right. 

Senator ScHorrret. Just aminute, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Lee, let me ask you, did you gather the impression from Mr. 
Weeks, that he wanted to dictate how you should resign, to him, or 
tothe President of the United States ? 

Mr. Ler. Well, I gathered from him that he felt the resignation 
should) e submitted to him. 
1ator Sc come Mr. Lee, I am a little amazed that the Secre- 
tary—and if he did, I want to know—did he suggest the form of 
your resignation from your position should be in a manner that would 
be agreeable to him before he would ac ‘ept it ? 

Mr. Ler. I would say no, Senator Schoeppel. But he did go over 
this draft and suggest certain changes in it, and then gave it back 
to me, 

IT made those changes in it and then submitted it—he asked me to 
give it to Mr. Rothschild, which I did that noon. Mr. Rothschild 
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eulled the Secretary in New York and he said that the Secretary 
thought that was completely satisfactory. Again I did not commit 
myself to submit the resignation. 

Senator Monroney. You had been ordered to do this paperwork? 

Mr. Ler. That is right; yes. I got called lates or in the day by Mr. 
Rothse ee who said, “Where is the resignation ?’ 

I said, “I am not prepared to submit it at the present time.” 

He said, “] Jo vou refuse to submit it?” 

I said, “No; I don’t refuse to submit it,” but I was not prepared to 
submit it. 

There were—well, I do not recall whether there were any further 
conversations or not, but in any case I felt that the situation would 
be cleared up by my writing a letter to the President. I felt this 
matter was in the White House at that time, and consequently on the 
following day I drafted the letter to the President. 

I do not recall whether I talked with the Secretary or not, but any- 
way I said that I felt I should submit my letter to the President rather 
than to the Secretary of Commerce. 

Senator Monronry. This letter that you talk about was to have 
someone with the constitutional and legal power to request your 
resignation, or to accept it, to hear fully for the first time your side 
of the case. You would explain it fully for the first time to the Assist- 
ant to the President ? 

Mr. Ler. Yes, sir. 

Senator Monronry. This was the only opportunity after repeated 
demands made upon vou for your resignation, to report to the Presi- 
dent, as a Presidential appointee confirmed by the United States 
Senate: is that correct ? 

Mr. Ler. That is correct. 

Senator Monroney. For the purpose of the record—and the ques- 
tion has been raised that this authority has to be delegated all over the 
lot—is there any other Presidential appointee in the Civil Aeronau- 
tices Administration ? 

Mr. Ler. No, sir. 

Senator Monronry. How many employees, roughly, do you have? 

Mr. Ler. Slightly over 15,000. 

Senator Monroney. Out of 15,000 employees, the Presidential right 
of appointment and of discharge rested in the Chief Executive. 

Mr. Ler. That is correct. 

I did prepare two letters to the President, one of which T used as 
a covering letter, and which has been already requested by this com- 
mittee, and accompanied it with a letter of resignation which TI sent 
with the first letter with the idea of showing that I did not wish to be 
in any way insubordinate, that I recognized the right of the President 
to request my resignation—— 

Senator Monronry. Right at this point in the interests of the 
proper chronology, I wish you would read for the information of 
the committee—and we have copies made of your letter to the Presi- 
dent stating his side of the case, and I wish you would read them at 
this time. 

Mr. Ler. Mr. Chairman, this is a letter dated December 8, 1955, 
addressed to the President, the White House. It reads: . 

DEAR Mr. PRESIDENT: It has been my great privilege and pleasure to serve in 
your administration as Administrator of Civil Aeronautics. During this time 
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we have seen an unprecedented development of our country’s civil and military 
aviation. 

Senator Monronry. Would you suspend for just one moment. 
There is, I think, a very important part of this case and that is that 
the letters are being made available to the press. 


You may resume. 
Mr. Lee (continuing) : 


During this time we have seen an unprecedented development of our coun- 
try’s civil and military aviation. All segments of aviation agree that this has 
been largely contributed to by the planning, foresight, and cooperation of the 
Civil Aeronauties Administration. 

Last week, the Secretary of Commerce requested my resignation. He stated 
as his reason for such request an apparent lack of satisfactory working relations 
between his office and me. However, the Secretary did not advise me of any 
particular instance where I have failed to administer the Civil Aeronautics 
Administration in a sound, competent, and efficient manner. 

In the judgment of many leaders of the aviation industry and the Congress 
with whom I have talked in recent weeks, it appears I have discharged my 
responsibilities as Administrator capably and effectively, in the best interests of 
aviation and with credit to your administration of the Government. 

To the best of my knowledge and belief, I have always cooperated with the 
Secretary of Commerce. There, of course, have been situations in which I have 
expressed a differing opinion on specific proposals or programs. However, I have 
done so only when my firsthand information and technical judgment sincerely 
convinced me that the best interests of the Government, industry. and the publie 
required such action. When a departmental policy was established I complied 
with it fully. 

Moreover, resignation under such circumstances might adversely reflect upon 
my personal ability and reputation acquired through almost 15 years of career 
governmental service, military and civilian in the field of aviation. The last 10 
years of this service have been with the Civil Aeronautics Administration, where 
my early performance was highly enough regarded to merit your appointment 
as head of this agency. 

Under the circumstances, I felt that I could not in good conscience acquiesce 
at that time without going into the matter further with the Secretary, or in 
the alternative requesting the privilege of discussing the matter with you. 

Accordingly, the Secretary of Commerce arranged an appointment for me 
with Governor Adams, with whom I had a satisfactory discussion of the matter 
in some detail. However, before there is any further consideration of the mat- 
ter by you or your staff and mindful of my responsibilities as a Presidential 
appointee to you as President, I deem it only proper to forward the enclosed 
resignation to you, so you may be assured of my complete cooperation with any 
decision you may ultimately reach. Whatever such decision, I am confident that 
it will be in the best interests of the Government. 


Then the enclosed and attached letter is also dated December 8, 1955, 
addressed to “The President, The White House,” and reads: 


DEAR Mr. PRESIDENT: I have now completed almost 10 years with the Civil 
Aeronautics Administration, the last 2144 years in the position of Administrator 
of Civil Aeronautics under your appointment. During this period, we have seen 
a phenomenal growth of our country’s civil and military aviation, to which it 
is generally acknowledged the activities of the CAA have contributed much. 

We are now on the threshold of further growth in all flving and of the jet age 
and I am glad to report that this agency’s programs have been formulated to 
meet the needs of the future. A revised and enlarged airport program has been 
set underway, a new plan for our airways and traffic-control system for the next 
» years has received unanimous approval and is being placed in effect and our 
aviation safety activities are well abreast of the new and increasing technical 
issues which we are now facing. 

Speaking personally, my years of service in the CAA have been rewarding in 
experience and in a sense of real achievement. However, opportunities may 
change with changing circumstances and this might appear a suitable time for 
me to relinquish my post and to move on to other activities. 
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Consequently, I hereby tender my resignation as Administrator of Civil Aero- 
nautics to become effective at your discretion. 

I wish to assure you of ny continued wholehearted support and cooperation, 
my sincere admiration for your work to give our country the best possible gov- 
ernment and my desire to serve my country to the best of my ability wherever 

nd whenever I can be of value. 
Sincerely yours, 
FRepDERICK B. LEr, 
idministrator of Civil Aeronautics. 

Senator Monroney. At the time these two letters were delivered— 
they were in fact one pac ‘kage, were they not, that you submitted your 

‘ase to the President in the first letter which you have read, and the 
second letter which you attached to it was submitted so that if the 
President after reading your side of the case felt it necessary to accede 
to the discharge or the feeling that you had not properly served in your 

‘apacity, then the second letter as a demonstration of good fi vith was 
to put your resignation in the hands of the President ? 

Mr. Ler. That is correct. 

Senator Monroney. In other words, as you closed you state: 

However, before there is any further consideration of the matter by you or your 
staff, and mindful of my responsibilities as a presidential appointee to you as 
President, I deem it only proper to forward the enclosed resignation to you, so 
you may be assured of my complete cooperation with any decision you— 
and I repeat “you”—‘may ultimately reach.” And I assume you 
mean the President. 

Mr. Ler. Yes, sir. 

Senator Monroney (continuing) : 

Whatever such decision, 1 am confident that it will be in the best interests of 
the Government. 

That meant you were submitting your resignation to the President, 
the man who h: ad appointed you and could remove you. You were 
placing your resignation in the hands of the President if he deemed it 
necessary to accept it after he heard your side of the case? 

Mr. Lee. Yes, sir. 

Senator Monronry. These letters were delivered together were 
they ¢ 

Mr. Ler. They were physically attached to each other 

Senator Monroney. The *y were de live red to who, and at whi: at time ? 

Mr. Ler. Well, I recall very well that the clock was striking noon 
as I was in the anteroom of the White House there, and I delivered 
them to Governor Adams’ personal secretary to be delivered to him 
personally. 

Senator Monronery. At noon on the morning of December 8 ? 

Mr. Ler. Yes, sir. 

Senator Monronry. Was Governor Adams in the White House at 
that time ? 

Mr. Ler. No, sir: he was not. 

Senator Monroney. Where was he? 

Mr. Ler. His secretary said he was at Camp David. 

Senator Monronry. Would he be back that afternoon to receive 
your papers to transmit to the President ? 

Mr. Ler. He was not expected back before the normal close of 
business on that day. 
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Senator Monroney. You can’t say whether he did return early or 
not, but the information you received was that he was not expected 
back until the offices of the President had closed 4 

Mr. Lee. Until the normal closing time of business at least. 

Senator Monroney. So far as you know, he probably did not receive 
the letter for transmittal to the President until the morning of 
December 9 7 

Mr. Ler. That certainly isa possibility. 

Senator Monronry. It could have been delivered that night, 
perhaps, by ~~ ial messenger ¢ 

Mr. Ler. I do not know where Governor Adams was that eve ning, 
but it could have conceivably been delivered that evening. 

Senator Monroney. It was delivered with the understanding that 
the Governor would not be back during the working hours of that day ¢ 

Mr. Lee. That is right. 

Senator Monroney. It was entirely possible that it was on his 
crowded desk at 9 o’clock the next morning when business resumed 
at the White House ? 

Mr. Ler. That is certainly a possibility ; yes. 

Senator Monroney. Do you know whether both letters were trans- 
mitted to Gettysburg for the President’s study ? 

Mr. Ler. I have no knowledge. 

Senator Monroney. Do you know whether the President saw your 
first letter ? 

Mr. Ler. I have no way of knowing that, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Monronry. If the President saw the second letter without 
seeing the other letter first, to which it was attached, the case to the 
President might have appeared to be a voluntary resignation, because 
in no way in your second letter of December 8 do you refer to your 
side of the case or the demands that had been made upon you for 
resignation by the Secretary of Commerce ? 

Mr. Ler. Thai is correct. The letter of resignation was, I might say, 
worded rather carefully as not being a request for resignation, but an 
indication of willingness to abide by the President’s decision. 

Senator Monronry. But in no way does the second letter refer to 
iny demands for your resignation, or for any pressure from anyone 
nu the administration to fire you? 

Mr. Ler. That is correct. 

Senator Monronry. Now, will you read the letter which you received 
from the White House ? 

Mr. Ler. This is the letter I received on Monday, December 12, 
1955, at about 10: 30 in the morning. 

The letter reads as follows: *The White House, Washington,” and 
typed in over the date is “Gettysburg” and “December 10, 1955.” 

DEAR Mr. LEE: I can well understand the reasons which prompted your letter 


of December 8 and can only accept your request to be relieved of your duties 
effective this date. 


Your years of conscientious service as a Government official have contributed 


much to the solution of the technical and operational problems incident to the 
development of civil aviation. 


You have my best wishes for your future welfare and happiness. 
Sincerely, 
Dwient D. EISENHOWER. 
79097—56 





5 
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And it is addressed to the Honorable Frederick B. Lee, Administrator 
of Civil Aeronautics, Department of Commerce, Washington, D. C. 

Senator Monronry. That was signed and dated at Gettysburg, 
December 10? 

Mr. Ler. Yes, sir. 

Senator Monroney. Do you know where the President was on De- 
cember 10? 

Mr. Ler. Well, I read press reports that—— 

Senator MONRONEY. M: aybe counsel does. I asked them to look it up. 

Mr. Baynron. December 10, press reports indicated the President 
spent the morning at Gettysburg and then went to Walter Reed Hos- 
pital, I believe, at about 2:15. Arrived there at 2:15 for a physical 
examination. 

Senator Monronry. You received this letter not until about 10:30 
on December 12. Is that the first information that you had, that you 
had “resigned” ? 

Mr. Ler. I got a telephone call on the afternoon of Saturday the 
10th. 

Senator Monronry. Who was the call from? About what time? 

Mr. Ler. About 5 o’clock, I guess, on the afternoon of Saturday 
the 10th. 

Senator Monronry. Who was it from ? 

Mr. Ler. One of the newspapers here in town. 

Senator Monroney. Well, which newspaper / 

Mr. Ler. Well, it was Al Friendly of the Washington Post and 
Times Herald, and he indicated that action had been taken. 

Senator Monroney. What did he say? I think it would help the 
committee if you could detail the conversation a little clearer than 
that. Your memory is pretty accurate on other things. 

Mr. Lee. Would you like the actual words ? 

Senator Monroney. If you can recall them. 

Mr. Ler. He said to me: 


Fred, the boys with the knives have gotten you. 


Senator Monronry. That was the first word that you had from any 
one in official or unofficial life, that 14 years of service, counting your 
years of service in aviation in the Navy, had been ended; is that 
correct ¢ 

Mr. Ler. That is correct; yes, sir. 

Senator Monronry. Was it in the papers, then, that night ? 

Mr. Ler. Well, I later got word from a representative of the De- 
partment of Commerce that a letter had been signed by the Presi- 
dent. That was about 2 or 3 hours later. 

Senator Scrrorpren. Who was this individual ? 

Mr. Ler. Mr. Al Leman, the Public Relations Officer of the De- 
partment of Commerce. 

Senator Monroney. Do you know whether the Department of Com- 
merce put the release out or was the release of the acceptance of your 
“resignation” released by Mr. Haggarty at the White House? 

Mr. Ler. I do not know. I never saw the release. 

Senator Monroney. But, it was all done not hours or minutes but 
days before you received the communication terminating your service 4 

Mr. Ler. Well, it was Friday afternoon and I got the letter on 
Monday morning. Excuse me. Saturday afternoon. I got the letter 
Monday morning. 
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Senator Monronry. You heard about it Saturday afternoon, but 
you received the letter from the White House on Monday morning ? 

Mr. Ler. Yes, sir. 

Senator Monronry. Had you inquired about the delay in the receipt 
of the official communication ? 

Mr. Lee. Well, on Monday morning I called up the Office of the 
Secretary and asked for the letter. I said I understood there was a 
letter. I was in my office that morning and about an hour or so later, 
the letter was delivered to me. 

Senator Monronry. Now, since this was involved, yould you say 
that the letter received by you on Monday morning stating: 

Dear Mr. Lee; I can well understand the reasons which prompted your lette 
of December 8 and can only accept your request to be relieved of your duties 
effective this date— 
would you feel that paragraph was responsive of the true intent of 
the two letters which you had mailed? And I say “two” advisedly, 
because the covering letter demonstrating good faith in the final de- 
cision of the President was in fact as you say, a physical part of the 
first letter detailing to the President your desire to remain on, as 
administrator of CAA, if it met the pleasure of the President. 

Mr. Ler. To answer that question, I did not feel that it really was 
responsive, because I felt I had not requested that I be relieved of my 
duties, 

Senator Monronery. Was the second letter in which you accom- 
panied the first letter, in accordance with the directive of Secretary 
of Commerce Weeks? Or was it a different type of letter from that 
which Mr. Weeks had approved as the form of your resignation, to be 
accepted by the White House? 

Mr. Ler. It was quite different. Some of the language was the 
same, but essentially, it was quite different. 

Senator Monronery. It was intended to be a covering letter and 
not a request, to be relieved of your duties. Unless the President had 
found in your side of the case—and presumably the side of the case 
which must have been submitted to the President—found against 
your services as Administrator for CAA. 

Mr. Ler. That is correct. 

Senator Monroney. But, then, in the following paragraph the 
President states, 

Your years of conscientious service as a Government official have contributed 
much to the solution of the technical and operational problems incident to the 
development of civil aviation. 

That Bt have been something of a denial of any lack of effi- 
ciency, leadership or progress that you had made during your term 
is Administrator of CAA ? 

Mr. Ler. Yes, that could be, Mr. Chairman. 

The CuatrmMan. I want to ask a question before we recess. Are 
there any CAA employees in the room ? 

Mr. Naruan. Yes, sir. 

The Cuamrman. What division are you with? 

Mr. Naruan. The Information Office. 

The Cuarrman. Are you familiar with an order that was passed 
to all CAA employees as of yesterday ? 

Mr. Naruan. I am not sure, sir. 
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The Cuamman. A memo was sent to all CAA employees. 

Mr. Naruan. I haven't seen any. 

The Cuamman. You are not familiar with a memo that was sent 
to all the employees of the CAA yesterday, January 4, 1956, which 
says, “The Administrator states that no employee is to attend any 
hearing today.” ? 

Mr. Narnan. No, sir. I was here yesterday. 

The CuHarrmMan. You were here yesterday ¢ 

Mr. Narnan. Yes. 

The Cuammman. Do you know of this order? 

Mr. Natruan. No, sir. 

The Cuamman. Did you ever hear of it. 

Mr. Naruan. No, sir, is it in Jerry Kluttz’ column today ? 

The Cramman. For the purpose of the record, I want to put the 
order in the record. 

Senator Monronry. That will be received and made a matter of 
record. 

(The order referred to follows:) 

CAA blackout? CAA employes report that they were given a typewritten no- 
tice yesterday which said they were not to attend “any hearings.” The hearings 
weren't identified. Presumably, they are the Senate hearings into the ouster of 
Fred Lee as CAA chief, 

The Ciarmman. You never discussed this with anyone ? 

Mr. Naruan. Discussed what / 

The Cuatrman,. This order? 

Mr. NarHan. I requested permission to coine up here. 

The Cuatrman. Who did you request permission from ¢ 

Mr. Narnan. The Administrator. 

The Cuarrman. Mr. Lee? 

Mr. Naruan. Mr. Lowen. 

The Cuatrman. The Acting Administrator ? 

Mr. Naruan. Whatever he may be. 

The Cuamman. Did you discuss the item written by Mr. Kluttz with 
any of the employees down there—when did you first see him ? 

Mr. NarHan. This morning. 

The Cuatrman. Did you discuss it with anyone? 

Mr. Naruan. Just casually. Not officially. 

The Chairman. Did any of the employees you discussed it with 
acknowledge receipt of such an order ¢ 

Mr. Naruan. No. I discussed it with the employees in my own 
office. 

The Cuatmman. Did they receive such an order? 

Mr. Narnan. No. 

The Cuarrman. Did they know of anyone in the CAA who received 
such an order ? 

Mr. Naruan. I don’t know whether they did or not. They didn’t 
say. 

The Cuarman. Do you usually request permission to attend a 
hearing, or do you just come up as a public-relations officer? 

Mr. Naruan. | thought, under the circumstances, it would be ad- 
visable to make a request. 

The Cuarrman. Because of the order ? 
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Mr. Naruan. No; simply because this is a matter of concern to the 
Department. 

The Cuairman. Do you always ask permission to come up 4 

Mr. Naruan. I donot come up asa routine matter. 

The Cuarrman. When you do, do you ask permission ? 

Mr. Naruan. The matter is usualiy discussed with the Administra- 
tor’s office, yes. 

The Cuamrman. Well, the order is in the record. 

Mr. Buursrer. I would like to be heard. 

Senator Monroney. Will you state your name ? 

Mr. Buurstern. Harry Blutstein. Lama former e mployee of CAA, 
one of the night supervisors under discussion yesterday. 1 was pres- 
ent in the Administrator’s oflice and heard the order given. 

Senator Monronry. Would you put yourself under oath ? 

Do you solemnly swear the testimony you are about to give before 
this subcommittee of the Interstate and Foreign Commerce Committee 
shali be the truth, the whole truth, and nothing but the truth, so help 
you God ¢ 

Mr. Buursrer. I do. 

Senator Monroney. Will you repeat your testimony ? 

Mr. Buursretn. I was in the outer office of the present Adminis- 
trator, Mr. Charles G. Lowen, and his secretary, a young lady taking 
the place of the secretary, I heard her make a number of calls to vari- 
ous department heads, “No CAA employee will attend the hearings 
on the Hill today.’ 

Senator Monronry. Thank you very much. We will resume the 
questioning of Mr. Lee. 

Senator ScuorerreL, Mr. Lee, I have before me your letters that you 
have testified as having sent to the President of the United States and 
in the letters before me I have a photostatic copy of the letter that you 
have just testified to that you have received from the President of the 
United States. 

I listened to the reading of them and I have checked them here. 
I can see nothing irregular, or out of order in your submitting these 
matters to the President of the United States, and in the manner in 
which you submitted them. 

I feel that it is perfectly in order, I care not what department is 
invoived. Any man in the administration, whether it is this one or 
any other administration, has the right to submit his views in a 
courteous, forthright manner. You had the right to submit your 
views, because this matter vitally concerns you, your future, and it 
might have been construed had you not done that, as some reflection 
upon the manner in which you handled your duties and your respon- 
sibilities. Therefore, I am glad to have these letters in the record. 
I see nothing irregular or out of order about it. It is most helpful 
to us to have the entire picture in the record in this type of a pro- 
ceeding. 

Senator Monroney. Senator Magnuson, do you have any further 
questions ? 

The Cuamman. No. I do think, though, that we ought to place 
in the record the testimony that was given at the time Mr. Lee was 
unanimously confirmed by this committee, on April 1, 1953, in which 
it points out that Mr. Lee had very taethrightly stated his views on 
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Federal aid to local air a and the testimony under the questioning 

of myself and Senator Capehart was to the effect that the adminis- 

tration had withdrawn all new funds for fiscal year 1953, and on 

page 13, upon examination by Senator Capehart, who was then press- 

ing for aid to local airports, Mr. Lee answered with this statement. 
Senator Capehart said: 


You have recommended to Congress, as I understand it, absolutely no funds 
for Federal aid to airports in the United States. Is that a correct statement? 


Mr. Lee says: 


That is a correct statement. The President has. 

Senator Caprnart. The President did that? 

Mr. Ler. Yes. 

Senator CarpeHartr. Did you recommend that to the President? 

Mr. LEE. No, sir. 

Senator Capenart. Who recommended that? 

Mr. Lee. That was a statement made by Secretary Weeks. 

I think that ought to go in the record. 

Senator Monroney. Senator Bible. 

Senator Binre. I have no questions. 

Senator Monroney. These letters which have been read by Mr. Lee 
will be made a pi irt of the rec ‘ord, but I would like to ask unanimous 
consent that the letters be photostated and_pl: we in the record in 
facsimile. Particularly copies of both of Mr. Lee’s letters, with the 
notation that they were physically attached, one to the other. And 
particularly the photost: - of the le ‘tter of President Eisenhower dated 
“Gettysburg . December , 1955.” to Mr. Lee. purporting to state, “7 

‘an only ACK ‘opt your ae to be relieved of your duties effective as 
of this day.” 

(The documents referred to follow :) 


THe WHITE HOUSE 
WASHINGTON 


GErryspt rG, December 10, 1955. 
Hon. FREDERICK B. LEk, 
{dministrator of Civil Acronauties, 
Department of Commerce, Washington, D. C. 

DEAR Mr. LEE: I can well understand the reasons which prompted your letter 
of December 8 and can only accept your request to be relieved of your duties 
effective this date. 

Your -years of conscientious service as a Government official have contributed 
much to the solution of the technical and operational problems incident to the 
development of civil aviation. 

You have my best wishes for your future welfare and happiness. 

Sincerely, 
DwiGcut D,. EISENHOWER. 


DECEMBER 8, 1955. 
The PRESIDENT, 
The White House. 

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: It has been my great privilege and pleasure to serve in 
your administration as Administrator of Civil Aeronautics. During this time we 
have seen an unprecedented development of our country’s civil and military avia- 
tion. All segments of aviation agree that this has been largely contributed to by 
the planning, foresight and cooperation of the Civil Aeronautics Administration. 

Last week, the Secretary of Commerce requested my resignation. He stated 
as his reason for such request an apparent lack of satisfactory working relations 
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between his office and me. However, the Secretary did not advise me of any 
particular instance of this, nor did he indicate any instance where I have failed 
to administer the Civil Aeronautics Administration in a sound, competent, and 
efficient manner. 

In the judgment of many leaders of the aviation industry and the Congress 
with whom I have talked in recent weeks, it appears I have discharged my re- 
sponsibilities as Administrator capably and effectively, in the best interests of 
aviation and with credit to your administration of the Government. 

To the best of my knowledge and belief, I have always cooperated with the 
Secretary of Commerce. There, of course, have been situations in which I have 
expressed a differing opinion on specific proposals or programs. However, I 
have done so only when my firsthand information and technical judgment sin- 
cerely convinced me that the best interests of the Government, industry and the 
public required such action. When a departmental policy was established I com- 
plied with it fully. 

Moreover, resignation under such circumstances might adversely reflect upon 
by personal ability and reputation acquired through almost 15 years of career 
governmental service—military and civilian—in the field of aviation. The last 10 
years of this service have been with the Civil Aeronautics Administration, where 
my early performance was highly enough regarded to merit your appointment as 
head of this agency. 

Under the circumstances, I felt that I could not in good conscience acquiesce 
at that time without going into the matter further with the Secretary, or in the 
alternative requesting the privilege of discussing the matter with you. 

Accordingly, the Secretary of Commerce arranged an appointment for me 
with Governor Adams, with whom I had a satisfactory discussion of the matter 
n some detail. However, before there is any further consideration of the 
matter by you or your staff and mindful of my responsibilities as a Presidential 
appointee to you as President, I deem it only proper to forward the enclosed 
resignation to you, sO you may be assured of my complete cooperation with any 
decision you may ultimately reach. Whatever such decision, I am confident that 
it will be in the best interests of the Government. 

Sincerely yours, 


{dministrator of Civil Aeronautics. 


DECEMBER 8, 1955. 
The PRESIDENT, 
The White House. 

DEAR Mr. PRESIDENT: I have now completed almost 10 years with the Civil 
Aeronautics Administration, the last 24% years in the position of Administrator 
f Civil Aeronautics under your appointment. During this period, we have seen 
a phenomenal growth of our country’s civil and military aviation, to which it is 
generally acknowledged the activities of the CAA have contributed much. 

We are now on the threshhold of further growth in all flying and of the jet 
age and I am glad to report that this agency’s programs have been formulated to 
meet the needs of the future. A revised and enlarged airport program has been 
set underway, a new plan for our airways and traffic-control system for the next 
® years has received unanimous approval and is being placed in effect and our 
aviation safety activities are well abreast of the new and increasing technical 
issues which we are now facing. 

Speaking personally, my years of service in the CAA have been rewarding in 
experience and in a sense of real achievement. However, opportunities may 
change with changing circumstances and this might appear a suitable time for 
me to relinquish my post and to move on to other activities. 

Consequently, I hereby tender my resignation as Administrator of Civil Aero- 
nautics to become effective at your discretion. 

I wish to assure you of my continued wholehearted support and cooperation, 
my sincere admiration for your work to give our country the best possible govern- 
ment and my desire to Serve my country to the best of my ability wherever and 
whenever I can be of value. 

Sincerely yours, 


Administrator of Civil Aeronautics. 
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The Senate is in session and under the rules of the Senate we must 
adjourn. We will have some technical matters which we will further 
desire to question Mr. Lee on tomorrow, and so the committee will 
recess until 10 a. m., Friday. 

The Cuatrman. Before you recess I want to ask, because I think it is 
quite important in view of this order, if there are any other Commerce 
employees present. Commerce Department. 

Mr. Burron. L. W. Burton. 

The CuHairman. We have quite a delegation here. You arenot CAA 
people, you are Commerce Department here; is that correct ? 

CAA people were told not to come here. Did you have any such 
order / 

Mr. Haywarp. No, sir. 

The Cuarrman. Did you have any such permission / 

Mr. Haywarp. No, sir. 

The Cuarrman. Did anyone direct you to come here? 

Mr. Haywarn. No, sir. 

The Cuarrman. You just came of your own accord ? 

Mr. Haywarp. _ Thi at is right. 

The CHarrman. We would like your names. 

Mr. Haywarp. I am Carlton H: ayward, Director of Personnel of the 
Department of Commerce. 

Mr. Lukens. I am John Lukens, Deputy Director of Personnel, 
Department of Commerce. 

Mr. O-_mert. Iam Royal Olmert, Budget and Man: igement. 

Mr. Burton. Iam L. W. Burton, of the Under Secretary’s Office. 

Mr. Nasu. Iam Ernest Nash, Office of General Counsel, Department 
of Commerce. 

The CHarrman. Are any of you here at the request of the Depart- 
ment ¢ 

Mr. Nasu. Well, Senator, this is during working hours. I am here 
for the purpose of listening to the hearing and reporting to the Depart- 
ment of Commerce. 

The Cuarrman. I understand these are working hours. The CAA 
was directed to stay and work and you people are all here. I under- 
stand that. That is what I am trying to find out. 

Mr. Nasu. Obviously I wouldn’t be up here unless I had permission 
to be here. 

The Cuamman. Who did you ask permission from ? 

Mr. Nasu. I work for the General Counsel. 

The Caarrman. And you ask permission from the General Counsel ? 

Mr. Nasu. No; he advised me to come up here and listen to the hear- 
ings and to report to the office. 

The Cuarrman. Which is perfectly all right. I have no objection to 
that. I was just wondering why the gates were closed on the CAA. 

Mr. Kerrer. I did not give my name, Senator. 

The Cuamrman. We have another one here? Well, you are here all 
the time. 

Senator Monroney. I would like the gentlemen from personnel to 
stand up again, please. 

What is your name? 

Mr. Haywarp. Carlton Hayward. 

Senator Monronry. You are head of the Personnel Section of 
Commerce ? 
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Mr. Haywarp. That is correct. 

Senator Monroney. What is your name? 

Mr. Lukens. John Lukens. 

Senator Monronery. You are in the Personnel Section of Commerce / 

Mr. Lukens. Yes, sir. 

Senator Monronrey. As chairman of the subcommittee, I would like 
to officially invite you to be present tomorrow. We may reach you for 
testimony. We will notify you by letter at a later time. The com- 
mittee is adjourned. 

(Whereupon, at 12:20 o’clock p. m., the hearing recessed to recon- 
vene Friday, January 6, 1956.) 
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FRIDAY, JANUARY 6, 1956 


Unrrep Srares SENATE, 
CoMITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND Foreign CoMMERCE, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON AVIATION, 
Room G-16, Unrrep Srares Caprror, 
Washington, D.C. 

The subcommittee met, at 10:15 a. m., the Honorable A. S. 
Mike Monroney, chairman of the subcommittee, presiding. 

Present: Senators Monroney, Bible, Schoeppel, and Payne. 

Senator Monronry. The Subcommittee on Aviation of the Inter- 
state and Foreign Commerce Committee will resume its hearing. 

The record will show that Mr. Lee is still testifying under oath; 
that a quorum of the subcommittee is present. 

Yesterday, as we began our sessions, we asked whether any results 
had been obtained from this committee’s request at the urging of 
— itors Payne and Schoeppel that the part of the Cresap, McCor- 

tick, and Paget report on CAA, parts of which dealt with important 
technical phases of air navigation and ground control and the new 
and rather revolutionary three-dimensional flight plans which was 
recommended by this firm which was employed without Mr. Lee’s 
request or knowledge by the supervisors of aviation in the Department 
of Commerce. 

We agreed yesterday to cut down our request because the statement 
had been made to committee counsel that to reveal the entire report 
might be damaging to the morale of those remaining in CAA. 

| wondered if our committee counsel, Mr. Pellegrini, could give us 
a report on his subsequent negotis tions to bring to light this report, 
or parts of it that deal with the technical phases of aviation. 

Mr. Pecierertst. This mor ning, Mr. Baynton of our staff and my- 
self met with Philip Ray, Solicitor for the Department of Commerce, 
and Mr. Overton and Mr. Nielson of his staff, with respect to the sev- 
eral requests that have been made by the committee for the Cresap, 
McCormick, and Paget report, and for the recommendations and views 
of the Administrator of the CAA, on that report, and for the views 
and recommendations of the Air Coordinating Committee which Mr. 
Lee testified had submitted with respect to that report. 

Senator Monroney. That was the technical phases of that report. 

Mr. Petiecrini. That is my understanding; yes, sir. 

Senator Monronry. Also Mr. Lee’s recommendatitons as to the tech- 
nical phases I think the committee decided to ask for at Senators Payne 
and Schoeppel’s request. 
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Mr. Petiecrrnt. That matter was discussed at length. We were ad- 
yised by Mr. Ray that it was his view that with respect to the report 
and the forwarding letter of the report that they should not be made 
public. However, that he would recommend to the Secretary that it 
he submitted to the committee but under strong protest, if at all. 
He did not know for certain if Mr. Weeks or his superiors in the 
Department would agree to his recommendation but that he would 
make that recommendation as to the report and the covering letter. 

When we discussed the question of the use of thereport, devoid of 
the matters relating to personnel, and limited only to technical mat- 
ters, it was his view that that could not be done because the report 
as a whole was so integrated that it could not be separated. 

With respect to the recommendations made on the report by Mr. 
Lee, the then Administrator of the CAA, and by the Air Coordinating 
Committee, Mr. Ray indicated that he shared the same difliculty with 
respect to those recommendations with the additional factor that those 
were internal memoranda and that he was not certain what his 
recommendation would be with respect to those internal memoranda ; 
that being internal memoranda, they might have to be treated dif- 
ferently than the report, itself: 

Senator Monroney. So as the matter now stands, the committee is 
still denied these reports but we are still allowed permission to nego- 
tiate with Commerce for a report in which approximately $115,000 
of Federal money was spent. 

I am certain they did not mention any military security, did they, 
being involved in this report ? 

Mr. Peviecrini. The only question with regard to classification of 
the reports was on the ground that it would be inimical to the oper- 
ation from the morale standpoint of the office and the effect it might 
have upon the personnel of the Department because of the drastic rec- 
ommendations made for reduction in personnel. 

Senator Monroney. No military aviation ? 

Mr. Peiiecrini. No, sir. 

Senator Monroney. There was no military question because if we 
could only get Russia, from what I understand of this report, to 
adopt the three-dimensional air control, we would not have to worry 
about Russian aviation in the future becoming a threat to us. 

This example of secrecy is rather typical of covering up blunders 
by wrapping around the classified or confidential label on a number 
of things. 

It seems to me that since Federal money was spent to buy this re- 
port, it is highly in question, whether the money was spent with 
a company that’ knew anything beyond the bookkeeping, manage- 
ment, and overhead control phase of aviation, on which we have had 
Mr. Lee’s previous testimony. Some rather’ unusual circumstances 
surround why this particular firm, with a record of having done work 
for railroads in the past, should be employed to tell the aviation 
section how it should run its business and control its traffic and provide 
for its ground-to-air radio stations. It strikes me as a glaring 
example of overburdening and unnnecessary secrecy that is being im- 
posed on public business. 
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Mr. Lee, when you were testifying before on the Cresap, MeCor- 
mick & Paget report, it was not completely clear to me exactly how 
these folks came to be placed in the aviation picture. 

I would like to ask if you were consulted in any way regarding the 
employment of Cresap, McCormick & Paget. 
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Mr. Lee. No, I was not, Mr. Chairman. There was some consul 
tation with regard to management studies and I pointed to the steps 
which we had already taken and which were in prospect for improving 
the efficiency and effectiveness of CAA, and reducing the cost of our 
operat ion. “§ felt that continuation of such constructive ste ps initiated 
by those who were closely—well, very familiar with the operation- 
would be the most orderly way of handling this management im prove 
ment program. 

Senator Monronery. In other words, you had been placed in with 
the new Republican Administration, with the power of the Admin- 
istrator and then had power to do whatever was necessary in the light 
of your 10 years’ experience in CAA, to effect economies without en 
dangering the safety of the 30 million airline passengers, or affecting 
in any way the growth of private flying and other things. There per- 
haps were economies that you were able to make and anticipated mak- 
ing through your regular organization and your many years of career 
service on the job in that field ? 

Mr. Ler. I had that power, Mr. Chairman, and we had already taken 
steps which had saved the CAA about 1,000 positions. 

Senator MonroNey. In other words, you personally had been able 
to consolidate and reduce the personnel without endangering too 
greatly the air navigation and air safety, by 1,000 personnel / 

Mr. Ler. Yes, sir. 

Senator Monronery. In fact, there were many phases, however, in 
the field of air navigation in which you perhaps felt that the cloth had 
been cut too closely, did you not? “The air traffic increasing with the 
7-league boots that it did—or the 7-league wings, let us say—it re 
quired a great many personnel in many key spots to handle the eve1 
erowing congestion over our major airports. 

Mr. Ler. Yes. That saving of 1,000 personnel was largely in head 
quarters personnel, both in Washington and in our regional head 
quarters. 

We have been faced for a period of years with a real problem of 
handling the growing air traffic and getting the resources to handle 
that air traffic. The forecasts which we have made have more than 
been realized in most cases and we have always had the problem that 
it takes 18 to 36 months to implement any program for new facilities. 
We have always also been short on operating funds, 

Senator Monroney. I believe, again, if we could remove the cloak 
of secrecy and classification, briefly, before the Aviation Subcommit- 
tee—you asked for more money for operational funds, I believe, to 
handle the growth of air traffic movements. Would you detail that 
to this committee ? 
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Mr. Ler. We asked each year for more money not only for new 
facilities but also for operational funds than was finally submitted 
to the Bureau of the Budget or to the Congress. 

Senator Monroney. When you ask for more funds, what happens, 
can you put that in the newspaper, that “CAA, recognizing the growth 
of air traflic is requesting of the budget agency of the ‘Department 
of Commerce more funds,” and justify that for the President and 
for the Congress and set out the need for these operational funds for 
air safety ? 

Mr. Ler. The budget figures finally submitted to the Congress are 
the only figures whic +h are made public, unless, of course, by congres- 
sional questioning or otherwise they go behind those. 

Senator Monroney. I am afraid you are wrong there because at 
the time the budget is submitted by the President, the figures of the 
requests are not classified when they come from a department. 

We know rather readily, do we not, Mr. Pellegrini, the figures that 
are not classified and not withheld when the Department of Agricul- 
ture or the Department of Commerce or the Department of the Interior 
ask for what their requests were of the Budget and how much the 
President’s Budget Office reduced those requests ? 

Mr. Peviecrint. We know of the requests made by the departments 
and the reduction by the Bureau of the Budget, yes, sir. 

Senator Monroney. So, as a matter of fact, the case for aviation 
cannot possibly be made because of this phony cloak of secrecy that is 
wrapped around it, and the classification placed on your requests and 
your justification for money under CAA, when you have to operate 
under the broad umbrella of the Department of Commerce? 

Mr. Lee. That is right. I do not think the true picture is shown 
by the figures which have been made public. 

Senator Monroney. So far as the public knows the funds requested, 
needed and necessary for air safety, for new installations, new equip- 
ment and new technical advances that are coming in every day, unless 
they filter down through the Budget Office of the Department of 
Commerce, are cloaked in secrecy, and no one knows what the tech- 
nical advice of the Civil Aeronautics Administration was in request- 
ing originally those funds? 

Mr. Ler. That is correct. 

Senator ScHorrreLt. Now, Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask this: 
Is your procedure something which has just been inaugurated in the 
last 2 or 3 years or has this been the general procedure through the 
years ? 

Mr. Lee. Senator Schoeppel, I think that has been the common 
practice. That is when the budget figures are finally published, those 
are the final figures. 

Senator ScHorrret. That is the way I had understood it. 

Senator Monroney. Did not Mr. Weeks issue orders even before 
vou made your request, that all requests of all agencies under his 
Department of Commerce had to hold down and curtail and restrict 
their requests and set a limit, without hearings or without knowledge 
of the needs as to what you could request ? 

Mr. Ler. Yes. Each year there has been a budget policy letter, 
so-called, put out by the Secretary of Commerce, which sets forth the 
Departmental restrictions on submissions to the Department from 
the bureaus. 
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Senator Monroney. Do you have a copy of those letters? 

Mr. Ler. No, sir, I do not. 

Senator Monronry. Would the counsel ask if we can penetrate 
the veil of secrecy momentarily to secure the copies of these letters, 
without violating the internal security of the Department of Com- 
merce. 

Mr. Pe.iecriIni. For what fiscal years, Senator ? 

Senator Monroney. For the last three fiscal years. 

Senator Payne. Let’s go back beyond that, Mr. Chairman. Let’s 
not just hold this to the last 3 fiscal years 

Senator Monroney. Would 1950 be all right ? 

Senator Payne. Well, let’s go back to 1948. 

Senator Monroney. We were in power for 20 years. If you would 
care to go back that far we can do that. 

Senator Payne. Let’s see that we have a very fair inquiry here to 
see if this is an established concept or something of recent origin. 

Senator Monronry. I am sure the earlier part will be declassified 
by Secretary W a 

Senator Payne. I don’t think there is any veil of secrecy. There is 
nothing that I know of that anybody has said is a classified matter. 
[ think Mr. Pellegrini observed the report when he went down. 
Didn’t you have ac chance to see that re port ? 

Mr. Petiecrint. Yes, sir. I was given the opportunity to see the 
report. He had the report there and gave me an opportunity to see 
it. 

Senator Payne. There is nothing that I know of where the report is 
‘lassified. It is simply a matter of whether this committee insists 
upon it and if it insists upon it, it is a matter of public record, so far 
as [am concerned, that has been bought and paid for by the taxpayers’ 
money and unless it is something of a classified nature, certainly if the 
committee insists upon having it, 1 would doubt very much indeed— 
and I think it would be most unfair to say that a cloak of secrecy or 
a classification has been placed upon it that would cause them to refuse 
to make it available. 

Mr. Peciecrint. I was given the opportunity to look at the report— 
| was denied the opportunity, of course, to see the recommendations. 
They were in there with respect to the other agencies which I requested 
the right to see. I suggested I did not want to look at the report or 
examine it at this time unless I had a definite indication of just what 
would or would not be available. 

That is the way the situation developed. 

Senator Payne. I just want to make this perfectly clear, Mr. 

Chairman. <As I stated to you informally when I came into the room 
earlier, the statement I made yesterday ‘holds Just as good today as 
it did yesterday, so far as I am concerned. As I indicated to you I 
am not interested at all in the political situation in this matter. Ifa 
Democratic Administration was in power and I sat here as a Republi- 
can member, and members of my own party were endeavoring to go 
into a situation that I do not feel properly belongs within the realm 
of the committee of delving into executive matters, I would strongly 
protest just as much as I indicated that I thought some of this was 
highly irregular yesterday. 

| just want the thing to be fair, I want it above board, I want it so 
the facts are clear on the thing. We are making some pretty definite 
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allegations here, and I think there are two sides to every question. At 
least there has been to everything I have ever known. I think we 
should at least keep in our minds that we will hear the other side of the 
picture on this thing and have it spread clearly on the record and that 
we do not want to draw too definite conclusions as to what may or 
may not have taken place. 

Senator Monroney. I certainly agree with my colleague, Senator 
Payne, that we want to hear both sides of this question. The fact 
of the matter is, the side we have been trying to get was asked for by 
the two Republican members of this committee and is the action of and 
the employment by the Department of Commerce of Cresap, Me- 
Cormick and Paget. We have run into at least what we could call 
reluctance of the Department of Commerce to make available their 
own survey after the committee has agreed to strike out for the pur- 
pose of preserving whatever remaining morale still obtains in the 
CAA, information that might be detrimental to personnel 
relationships. 

If this committee, a committee of the United States Senate, operat- 
ing in its complete jurisdiction of aviation, cannot obtain information 
for which public money was spent and for which the public should be 
proud, think of what the press runs into every day in this withholding 
of news and allowing the public to know what is going on in this very 
important field of aviation. Certainly it would seem to me that they 
would be proud, if there was not a serious blunder in the report of 
Cresap, McCormick, and Paget, to have that spread before the public 
and let the public know the kind of a job that was done in the tech- 
nical field of aviation, as a result of this expenditure of a considerable 
amount of public money. 

Senator Scnorpren.. May I say to the chairman and the other dis- 
tinguished members of the committee that the committee should re- 
ceive that report. 

Senator Monroney. It is not only important for the Senators, we 
do not want to keep dropping that paper curtain—— 

Senator Scnorrret. My point is whether or not we want that 
voluminous report in this record at this time. 

Senator Monronry. The chairman said we wanted to look at the 
report and would accept a summary of the letters of transmittal and 
we did not even expect to spend Federal money in the printing of a 
lot of extraneous material, but I think it should be open to the public 
and I can see no reason for classification or for withholding it. 

Further, I might say at this time, in the light of the President’s 
message : 

In my message last year I referred to the appointment of an advisory com- 
mittee to appraise and report to me on the deficiencies as well as the effectiveness 
of existing Federal transportation policies. I have commended the fundamental 
purposes and objectives of the committee’s report. I earnestly recommend that 
the Congress give prompt attention to the committee’s proposals. 

That was the Cabinet report on the overall transportation picture. 

Now, I ask you, Mr. Lee, have you ever seen this overall transporta- 
tion report 4 

Mr. Ler. No, sir; I have not. 

Senator Monronery. Do you know what it contains? I mean as 
regards the report that was made public ? 
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Mr. Ler. Not beyond the press releases, Mr. Chairman, which I have 
seen. 

Senator Monronry. Was there any section in the general Cabinet 
report dealing with the overall tr ansportation picture that mentioned 
aviation ¢ 

Mr. Ler. May I correct my previous question? I did see the final 
report and I have studied that. There is no reference in that report 
to aviation. 

Senator Monroney. In other words, insofar as the general trans 
portation picture is concerned which the President recommended and 
endorsed in his message, there is no reference to aviation, or no recom- 
mendations therein / 

Mr. Ler. That is correct. 

Senator Monroney. But you do know, do you not, being in the 
Civil Aeronautics Administration, that many nxin-hours were con 
sumed in the preparation of an aviation section of this general trans 
portation report / 

Mr. Lee. Well, Mr. Chairman, I do not know that directly. I know 
that there were advisers to the Under Secretary of Commerce for 
transportation who were working on the economics of air transporta- 
tion. Whether they were working on this phase of it or not, I do not 
know. 

Senator Monronry. Were vou asked, as this aviation section was 
being prepared, for any suggestions or advice, or proposals for in 
creasing the effectiveness there, as it was being put together there at 
the Cabinet level ? 

Mr. Ler. I do not recall that the Civil Aeronautics Administration 
or myself were ever asked for any contribution to this report. 

Senator Monronry. Yet, you are the agency directly controlling 
and dealing with, and with full knowledge and information of t] 
ever-increasing traffic load and the ever-increasing demands for 
ground facilities. Yet, you were not asked in any way to submit any 
material for the intercabinet report ? 

Mr. Ler. Not that I recall, for that specific purpose. We do, of 
course, from time to time submit statistical data and forecasts to the 
Department of Commerce for their use. Now, whether any of that 
matert . which we submitted was considered in connection with this 
report, I do not know. 

Senator Monroney. I would like to insert in the record at this time 
. section, if it is permissible, dealing with the air subsidies, from the 
W all Street Journal under date of Monday, March 28, 1955, entitled, 

“Tri ansport Policy. Eisenhower's Secret Report Urges Clipping of 
ICC Powers To Set Rail Freight Rates.” 

I do not wish to encumber the record unduly. Do you think we 
could put the whole thing in or just the matter of the air section? 

Senator Payne. I just wanted to know if that is something which 
refers to CAB rather than CAA. 

Senator Monronry. Yes, it does deal with CAB, but certainly there 
must be some connection. 

Senator Payne. We are discussing CAA here. 

Senator Monronry. There must be some connection, because they 
both operate on aviation. CAB could not be effective without CAA. 

Senator Payne. I have no objection. 

79099—56——6 
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Senator Scuorrre. I have no objection. 

Senator Monroney. The Wall Street Journal had access to to in- 
formation which the wire services and other common people in the 
press did not have. This should be put in the record to deal particu- 
larly with the fact that there was some mention of aviation and some 
work going on beyond which Mr. Lee, who was charged with the 
important ‘task of keeping airplanes in the air and landing them 
safely, who was not asked to participate in any way with this. 

Now, may I ask, was your new-found Deputy, who was made avail- 
able to assist you, was he called on to write this report? This was 
dated March 28, 1955. Was this before you were given the valuable 
services of the De :puty that you were introduced to one day ? 

Mr. Ler. It was before that time. 

Senator Monronry. So you didn’t even have his assistance from 
CAA ¢ 

Mr. Ler. No, sir. 


(The document referred to follows:) 
[From Wall Street Journal March 28, 1955] 


TRANSPORT POoLICY—IKE’S SECRET REPORT URGES CLIPPING ICC POWER ON RAIL 
RATES—CABINET GROUP WoULD REPEAL FREIGHT AND TRAVEL TAXES, AID RAIL- 
ROAD DEVELOPMENT—FATE OF PROPOSALS IN DOUBT 


By Albert Clark and Tait Trussell, Staff reporters of the Wall Street Journal 


WASHINGTON.—The Eisenhower Administration’s long-delayed,  still-secret 
transportation report can now be described in detail. It carries good news for 
railroads, travelers and shippers. 

The document also vitally concerns trucking companies, airlines, water car- 
riers and the coal industry as well. 


KEY RECOMMENDATIONS 


The report, written by a Cabinet committee headed by Secretary of Commerce 
Sinclair Weeks, recommends— 


Stripping the Interstate Commerce Commission of much of its power to 
fix rail freight rates. 

Freeing railway companies to go into the trucking and bus business. 

Repeal of the 3 percent freight transportaion tax and the 10 percent excise 
levy on travel tickets. 

Federal financial aid for research designed to improve railway develop- 
ment. 

Repeal of Governments’ advantage—Federal, State and local—in nego- 
tiating with railroads for lower freight rates than private shippers are 
allowed. 


The report is based on the theory that the public no longer needs as much 
rate protection from the Government, since the railroads no longer enjoy any 
semblance of a monopoly in the transportation field. 

“With the changed character of transport organization and the development 
of pervasive regulated and unregulated service and cost competition for traffic,” 
the report argues, ‘“‘there is no longer a need in the publie interest to continue 
these rate controls, subject to certain exceptions.” The document added that 
“the value of service today for any method of transport is in most instances 
fixed by the rates of competitors or by the cost at which the service could be 
privately performed by the shipper.” 


COST ADVANTAGES 


“If the market is to determine the appropriate use of each form of transporta- 
tion in accord with shippers’ judgments of the utility to them in terms of cost 
and service, rates must be allowed to reflect cost advantages whenever they exist 
and to their full extent,” the Weeks committee contends. 
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“Present regulatory policy,” the report declares, ‘‘defeats this prospect in 
large part since carriers, notwithstanding demonstrated costs, are permitted to 
do not more than to meet the competition facing them, which, with some excep- 
tions means to name the same rate regardless of cost relationships.” 

Just what will be the ultimate fate of the transportation report, it is too soon 
to tell. As the week-end approached, however, officials were intensively working 
on proposed legislation based on some of the document’s controversial recom- 
mendations, and trying to iron out differences among the various departments. 

Among informed officials there was the general expectation that the substance— 
if not the text—of the report would be made public in the near future. Officials 
said no final decision has been made on what form publication would take. But 
consideration was being given to a special message to Congress from President 
Eisenhower based on the transportation study. 


NO COMMENT FROM WHITE HOUSE 


White House spokesmen bluntly refused to discuss the outlook. “I’m just not 
going to say a darn thing,” said one White House aide. He added that he “just 
couldn't understand anyone being so careless” as to put out the report “until it 
is final and definite.” 

Mr. Eisenhower set up the Special Cabinet Committee on Transport Policy 
and Organization many months ago, and named Mr. Weeks as its Chairman. 
The President assigned to work with the Commerce Secretary, Treasury Secre- 
tary Humphrey, Defense Secretary Wilson, Agriculture Secretary Benson, Post- 
master General Summerfield, Budget Director Hughes, and Dr. Arthur Flemming, 
Director of the Office of Defense Mobilization. 

Thus, the Weeks report presumably reflects their collective thinking on trans- 
portation policy. 

The administration certainly would oppose repeal of the travel and transporta- 
tion taxes right now, however, even though repeal might reflect the administra- 
tion’s long-range goal. The President would not support immediate repeal of 
these levies, since to do so would further unbalance the Federal budget. 


IMPOSED IN WARTIME 


But the Weeks committee took the position that the taxes were imposed in 
wartime more to discourage unnecessary travel and freight transportation than 
to raise revenue. The report declares: 

“It is clear that the revenue producing aspects of these taxes must be weighed 
against the fact that their imposition severely discriminates against the colmer- 
cial traveler in favor of private carriage,’ adding that “the only practicable way 
to eliminate this discrimination is repeal of the taxes, since it is not feasible to 
equalize the burden by placing an excise tax on private transportation.” 

The Weeks report blasted present transportation policy, as spelled out in the 
Interstate Commerce Act, as being “paternalistic” in tone and designed to sub- 
stitute the ICC’s judgment for that of management. 

As a substitute for present policy, the Cabinet Committee proposed a declara- 
tion that would “encourage the maximum use of competitive freedom for each 
form of transportation to demonstrate its potential to the public service and in 
rates, subject only to the proviso that no carrier would create unjust discrimina- 
tion nor undue preference or advantages, nor would any carrier place in effect 
rates which failed to cover the direct ascertainable cost of producing the service 
to which the rate applied.” 


LIMITING ICC’S POWER 


To that end, the report advocated repeal of ICC’s power to fix rate ceilings, 
while retaining its authority to prevent rates so low as to discriminate unfairly 
against certain shippers. The report also argued that unrestrained competition 
might force rates to a level that would discriminate against competing carriers. 

In addition, the document recommended that ICC’s power to keep proposed 
rail rates from going into effect be cut from the present 7 months to 3 months. 
Thus, a carrier that proposed a rate adjustment could put it into effect in 3 
months instead of 7 if the ICC took no action. Moreover, the burden of proof 
on the rate question would be shifted from the rate’s proponents to folks protest- 
ing the rate adjustment. ‘ 

Asserting that the major economic advantage of rail transportation lies in 
heavy, long-distance, and large-scale transportation, the report argued that the 
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shipping public is denied lower costs due to legal hurdles now in the way of lower 
rates for volume movements. 

Thus, the Cabinet panel said the Commerce Act should be amended to make 
clear that railroads may offer incentive rates for big volume loads. This would 
be subject only to the provision that such special rates would be available to any 
shipper who wanted to use them. 


LONG AND SITIORT HAULS 


The Cabinet group would reduce ICC’s ratemaking power in still another iia- 
portant respect. It recommended dropping the so-called long-and-short-haul 
clause of the Commerce Act. This clause says railroads cannot charge lower 
rates for longer hauls for the same commodity on the same route in the same 
direction without ICC permission. This proposed amendment would give rail- 
roads more freedom to compete with other forms of transportation on long hauls 
on which the shipper could be served by some nonrail carrier. 

Arguing for elimination of Government advantage in obtaining lower rates 
than are available to private shippers, the report took the position that this 
favored status constitutes prejudice against the private shipper and unduly 
burdens the carrier in its efforts to provide service required for private companies 
in the public interest. The General Services Administration estimates that the 
Federal Government alone saved $4.5 million in 1954 through special negotiated 
rates. 

The Cabinet panel specified only that suitable provisions be retained for making 
emergency rates in time of war, or special war conditions, 


AID FOR RAIL RESEARCH 


The report noted that the railroad industry is the only basic transport agency 
on which the Federal Governinent spends no money on technical research. The 
report’s authors contended that Government expenditures for rail research could 
be as fully justified as such expenditures for other forms of transportation. 

The report suggested that this research might embrace such problems as im- 
proved equipment, roadbed, communications, and fuel. Specifically, the document 
said the interest of national security—and the coal industry—might be served by 
the development of a coal-fired gas turbine locomotive for use in case of war if 
the United States experienced another petroleum shortage. 

The report also hinted that carriers, particularly the railroads, may be in need 
of some interim program to beef up their financial position. The document said 
such financing preferably should come from private sources. There was no clear 
explanation of what kind of financing the Cabinet members had in mind, except 
that it would be designed to help the railroad’s modernize their plant and equip- 
ment in anticipation of improved earning capacity. 

On other transportation topics, the report had this to say: 

Inland waterways.—Tolls should be imposed on all inland waterways which 
have been—or in the future are—improved by the Federal Government. No 
channel should be continued and maintained that cannot be maintained from toll 
charges. No new inland waterways should be started that do not promise to be 
self-liquidating within a reasonable period of time. This is in line with Mr. 
EKisenhower’s budget message, which urged extension of the user charge principle. 

Air subsidies—The Civil Aeronautics Act should be amensed to establish a 
clear statutory intent that subsidies should be limited, so far as possible, to a 
strictly temporary basis. The act also should clearly establish the Civil Aero- 
nautics Board’s power to remove carriers from subsidy eligibility, and the right 
of Congress and the President to exercise budgetary control over subsidy levels. 
Expenditures for subsidies to airlines paid by the CAB are estimated at $70 mil- 
lion for the fiscal year that ends June 30. The budget estimate for next fiscal 
year is $63 million. 

Erempt commodities.—Congress should repeal the present so-called motor com- 
modity exemption, which lets truckers carry most aonprocessed agriculture com- 
modities free of rate regulation. Congress should also eliminate the bulk 
commodity exemption allowed water carriers. The water carriers should keep 
ICC posted on all their rates and charges. 

Passenger service.—The ICC should be empowered to order the discontinuance 
of any unprofitable passenger stations or other facilities or services that impose 
an undue burden on interstate commerce—irrespective of the law of any State 
or order of any State regulatory authority. The report contends that enforced 
inaintenance of unprofitable passenger services and the existence of substantial 
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financial subsidies to competitors of railroads have tended to erode railroads’ 
earnings. 


Parcel post.—The present size and weight limitations on parcel post shipments 
should be retained. 


lrip leasing.—The report recommends doing away with trip leasing under 
which some private contract carriers lease their trucks for single trips, putting 
the trucks in the realm of a common ¢arrier but unregulated as such. ‘The report 
says a minimum of 30 days on leasing agreements should be fixed to stop the 
one-trip arrangement. 

Senator Payne. Do you know whether CAB participated in any 
way with that report / 

Mr. Ler. I do not know, Senator Payne. 

Senator Monronry. Do you know whether ATA, which is the organ- 
ization representing all of the scheduled airlines, filed a report of 
protest against the Aviation Section, to which the public was com- 
pletely denied access ? 

Mr. Ler. I do not know. 

Senator ee Although you were in charge, as Adminis- 
trator of the Civil Aeronautics Administration, was there a report 
that went to the White House as a part of the general Cabinet level 
transportation policy, or whether that report of the section dealing 
with aviation was completely suppressed and stripped out ‘ 

Mr. Ler. I do not know. I just saw the final report. 

Senator Monroney. But you do feel that a general overall—speak- 
ing in your own right as an American citizen and as one who has dealt 
with aviation for a lifetime—that in the general transportation report 
m the transportation facilities of the United States of America, you 
do not consider aviation to be inconsequential in the transportation 
picture. It that not correct ? 

Mr. Ler. Mr. Chairman, I have gone on record as indicating I felt 
iviation is a very import: int part of our transportation picture, that 
it is the major carrier of first-class passengers at the present time, and 
naturally Iam on record on that. 

Senator — But as far as the general transportation report 
is concerned that came to the Congress and which we are urged to 
idopt, with the President’ s complete approval, and urging to give 
prompt attention to it, that this dynamic new and rapidly growing 
ae use of transportation does not exist any more than the horse and 
buggy exists in the transportation picture today ? 

Mr. Ler. Well, it was not mentioned in the report. 

Senator Monroney. I wonde1 ‘ed if by any chance we could pene- 
trate the veil of secrecy and obtain from the Department of Com- 
merce, which was in charge of at least the aviation phase, as well as 
all the phases of the transportation picture, the draft of this report 
as it went to the White House. Would the committee counsel begin 
negotiations at the summit with those in the Department of Commerce 
to see if this committee in charge of aviation might ascertain if 
aviation was recognized as being in existence as a part of our transpor- 
tation picture. 

Seenator Scrnorrrent. Mr. Chairman, I would like to make a sug- 
gestion. I think it might be helpful and I hope it is practical. 

There are five members of this subcommittee. We are answerable 
to the full Interstate and Foreign Commerce Committee of the Senate 
of the United States and that committee to the full Senate. 
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Might I make the suggestion that on matters like this, that we, as 
members of this sube ‘ommittee, be given the opportunity to sit down 
and make a determination as to what we would like to have from the 
Department rather than send the counsel to the Department, in whom 
I have great confidence, let the committee participate in that through 
its proper senatorial approach. 

Senator Monroney. I agree with you that that might get results, 
but it would seem to me that this phase of unnecessary secrecy which 
has apparently reached the point of absurdity, is a matter of public 
attention and demonstrates that if even our committee counsel can’t 
obtain documents that would be completely innocuous, so far as mili- 
tary or national security is concerned, then this committee inadver- 
tently has run against a No. 1 example of what is happening to drop 
the cloak of secrecy around public business, in specifically the Depart- 
ment of Commerce. 

If this committee would have to meet in executive session with the 
high officials of the Department of Commerce in order to get in- 
formation which should be available to the general public and to the 
general press, then I think it is a rather important side light of this 
investigation for the public to know what is going on. If we cannot 
get it through the committee counsel, then cert: tinly I believe the dis- 
tinguished Senator from Kansas’ suggestion that we have a conference 
at the summit and negotiate for these things in a manner that might 
produce results, would be in order, but I don’t think we ought to have 
to do it that way. 

I do not remember a time in past operations where information that 
was not of a high degree of national security would be so hard to get 
even by a committee or a subcommittee of the United States Sen: te. 
Could we not try the negotiations, first ¢ 

Senator Scuorrren. I do not think it is necessary to negotiate. We 
might well go over and make a request for it and report back before 
we assemble in these sessions. We will know in a more orderly manner 
what we want. 

I am a member of the committee. I happen to be the ranking 
minority member of the committee. I have no objections. I want 
everything that pertains to this instant situation before us. I will 
go even further than that. Any matters that I think would contribute 
to good government, good administration, I would not object to the 
encumbering of the record with that. I merely want an orderly ap- 
proach to it. 

I, as a member of the committee, would like to know what we want 
a little bit before we get up here and say, “Everything is under a cloak 
of secrecy.” I had respect for President Truman as an administrator, 
and I recall President Truman issued an order telling a lot of depart- 
ments what they could or could not give to the Senate and the House 
of Representatives. I think that is bad. Certain things that are 
secret, certain things that are classified, whether under this admin- 
istration or the past administration, I am sure were completely and 
thoroughly justified in the interests of defense to our country. We 
ought to be approaching these matters on an orderly basis as I view 
it to get into the record pertinent facts, pertinent circumsti unces, that 
will enable us to get this record so we can make a decision on it and 
make our findings and our report to the full committee as a subcom- 
mittee and then to the Congress of the United States. 
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That is all Tam asking. I think we can work this thing out. I do 
not think we have to negotiate with them. I think if we make known 
what we want and how we want it, the Department will cooperate 
with us, I am sure. 

Senator Monronry. I wish we could do that. As you will recall, 
as we developed this information, it was the two Republican members 
as a result of my questioning of Mr. Lee, who said we ought to have 
all this in the record on this Cresap, McCormick and P aget report. 

Senator Scuoerpren. I still say I want to look at that report and I 
shall look at that report. 

Senator Monroney. There is a reluctance to accede to even Re- 
publican requests. 

I would be the last one to say mistakes were not made during the 
20 years of Democratic administration. I do not want to have poli- 
tics raise its ugly head in this hearing. We do not mind your imitating 
our virtues, but whatever errors we have made, I do not think you 
should necessarily imitate those as well, if errors were made. 

Senator Payne. Let us just make sure, Mr. Chairman, that in the 
type of hearings that we hold, that we do not establish a precedent 
here that can very well come back and haunt and cause considerable 
concern perhaps in the future. 

Senator Monronry. Do you mean after January 20, 1957? 

Senator Payne. I do not refer to any specific data, but 1 say some- 
time it may come back to haunt. You cannot tell. 

Senator Monronery. Since the distinguished Senator from Maine 
seems to detect the wind blowing down the plains—— 

Senator Payne. I think the wind is blowing all right, Mr. Chair- 
man. Itis very favorable. It is a very fine wind. 

Senator Monronery. Will the committee members agree with me 
that it would be a fine thing if a contract, shall we say, other than 
negotiations, be made to see if this committee could be favored with 
the suppressed section of the aviation report. 

Senator Payne. May I make this suggestion: Is Mr. Rothschild 
or anyone in authority in the Department of Commerce here in the 
room ¢ 

Mr. Burton. I am from his office, Senator. 

Senator Payne. Do you have authority to speak for Mr. Roths- 
child? 

Mr. Burron. Not at this point, no, sir. 

Senator Payne. I want to make a suggestion, Mr. Chairman, that 
in view of the fact we are going into this thing in such detail, if we 
cannot arrive at a set procedure, in fairness. We are making a lot 
of charges as to what they will and will not do. I think it would 
be highly appropriate to bring before this committee the duly ree- 
ognized authority from that Department and view this directly and 
see What the answer is. See whether it is or is not as reported all the 
way through. 

Senator Monroney. The Chairman sent the invitations early both 
to Secretary Weeks and Secretary Rothschild. 

Senator Payne. They have not been given any chance to appear. 
They have acknow ledged your letter and ‘said they would be available. 

Senator Monronrey. Not Mr. Weeks. Mr. Weeks said he would 
have Mr. Rothschild appear for him. 
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Senator Payne. As I recall your letter it was “either you or your 
representative.” 

Senator Monroney. He chose to have his representative here. I do 
know that I was formally advised by one of the members of the full 
committee that represents your side of the aisle that the Department 
of Commerce would appreciate it, since they were very busy with the 
President’s message and other things, that they not be put on at an 
early date but have . little more time. 

Senator Payne. I do not want to keep belaboring this thing, Mr. 
Chairman, but the only thing I am trying to get at is this: We are 
setting forth just one thought that is apparently in your mind with 
regard to what is or is not the fact, and it is all right to draw out 
information as to this situation, but let’s hold in reservation and final 
deductions that we draw from this thing until we hear the facts sub- 
stantially from the other side of this picture and let them get it on the 
record. 

Senator Monroney. Well, we are asking for these facts at your 
request. The whole matter originated when we were drawing from 
Mr. Lee some of the information regarding the technical phases of 
the Cresap, McCormick & Paget report dealing with air naviga- 
tion, three-dimensional air traflic control, and the curtailment of three- 
fifths of the ground-to-air communications stations. 

We asked for that at your request and expected it to be forthcoming. 
We were given reasons—departmental and reasons for the morale of 
employees of CA A—that that not be sent. 

Yesterd: ay, this committee, and I think properly so, said we would 
be happy to strike out those things that would deal with the manage- 
ment phase, where we readily accept the competence of Cresap, Me- 
Cormick & Paget to deal with it. But certain things where we feel 
their railroad experience does not quite qualify them to speak as ex- 
perts—we were drawing from Mr. Lee information on that at the 
time the distinguished Senator from Maine requested that the com- 
mittee would be better advised if we had the whole thing. 

Senator Payne. That is true that I did make such a suggestion, 
and I still feel that it would serve a useful purpose, but until I am 
given a specific answer by somebody in authority down there, I am 
not going to certainly imply that there was a refusal on anybody’s 
part, definitely, to m: —% that information available to us. 

Senator Monroney. I did not charge refusal. I merely pointed out 
we were getting quite a runaround and there is a difference between 
refusal and a runaround, but if I have ever seen one, we are getting 
it on the reports that we asked for from Secretary Weeks. 

Senator Payne. Have we gone to Secretary Weeks? 

Senator Monroney. We have gone to his general counsel whom I 
presume would be the spokesman for him and who would be em- 
powered to act. We could go directly to him, but I think it would be 
entirely proper for the counsel to not be a complete subordinant who 
would have no knowledge of Secretary Weeks’ wishes in this matter. 

Going back to the Cresap, McCormick & Paget report, you were not 
requested in any way, shape, or form for your recommendations to do 
the job which you felt could be done at least expense and more effec- 
tively by your own organization, under the new administration; is 
that correct 4 

Mr. Ler. That is correct. 
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Senator Monronry. Do you know who employed Cresap, McCor- 
mick & Paget? 

Mr. Ler. They were first contacted by representatives of the De- 
partment of Commerce, I know. At the time I first met with their 
representative here in 1 abinaton. the negotiations for their services 
had proceeded a considerable way, and I do not know who was respon- 
sible for those. 

There was some testimony in one of the hearings before the Senate 
Appropriations Committee of the 83d Congress, 2d session, dealing 
with this matter. 

Senator Monroney. I believe we came to that the other day, and 
I believe the record would be improved if the counsel, Mr. Pellegrini, 
would read that portion of the record of the hearings on the appro- 
priations bill for the State, Justice, and Commerce Departments, 1955. 

Would you be good enough to read that into the record ? 

Mr. PELLEGRINI. Reading from page 506 of the Senate hearings, 
subcommittee of the Committee on Appropriations, on H. R. 8067. 

Senator Scnoerret. What date, please. 

Mr. Petiecrint. It is for 1955 appropriations. It was in March 
of 1954. Ican furnish the exact date for the record. March of 1954, 

This is a question by Chairman Bridges, of the subcommittee : 


Is there a management survey for the Civil Aeronautics Commission 
developed presently? 

Mr. LEE. Yes, Mr. Chairman. 

Chairman Bringes. Who is doing it? 

Mr. Lee. The firm of Cresap, McCormick & Paget, of Chicago. 

Chairman BripGes. Did you select the firm? 

Mr. Lee. They were picked by the Department of Commerce, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator McCarran. By whom, please? 

Mr. LEE. The Department of Commerce. 

Senator McCarran. What does that mean, “by the Department of Commerce”? 
Who in the Department of Commerce selected them? 

Mr. Worrtuy. If I might answer that, Senator, that was a joint decision made 
between the Under Secretary’s office and the Office of the Assistant Secretar) 
for Administration. 

Senator McCarran. Who is the Assistant Secretary for Administration? 

Mr. WortHhy. I am the Assistant Secretary for Administration. 

Senator McCarran. And who are the others? 

Mr. WortHy. The Under Secretary for Transportation— 

Senator McCarRkan. On what basis was this group selected? 

Mr. Wortny. On the basis, Senator, of having some extensive knowledge drawn 
from my own business experience of many management engineering firms in the 
country, a knowledge of some of the kinds of things that these different firms 
have done and the areas in which they are likely to have special competence. 

Senator McCArRRAN. Has this firm ever made a survey of this kind before, to 
your knowledge? 

Mr. Worthy. I am quite sure they have never made a—— 

Senator McCarran. I didn’t ask you for the “quite sure.” I said did they 
ever, to your knowledge? 

Mr. WortuHy. I understand 

Senator McCarran. I didn’t ask for that either. I asked for your knowledge. 

Mr. WortHy. To my knowledge, they have made a number of surveys of 
Government organizations. They have made surveys of transportation com- 
panies, including a study they are now making for the New York Central Rail- 
road. 

Senator McCarran. What are they required to do in making this study? 

Mr. WorrHy. We wish them to make a careful examination of the organiza- 
tional structure and the procedures of the Civil Aeronautics Administration. 

Senator McCarran, All right. Let’s go back of that. Did they ever, to your 
knowledge, make such a study before? 

Mr. WortHy. Not of the Civil Aeronautics Administration. 

Senator McCarran. All right. 
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Chairman Brincrs. Has this study been completed? 

Mr. Lee. No, Mr. Chairman. The final recommendations have not been 
received as yet. The major fact-finding phase of the study has been com- 
pleted, and an interim report has been rendered. 

Chairman Bripces. Why is it necessary to spend over a quarter of a million 
dollars for operating an aircraft in Alaska and the Pacific areas? 

Mr. Lee. Mr. Chairman, in both Alaska and the Pacific areas, we have a re- 
quirement for logistic support of our facilities at outlying locations; in the 
Pacific, at Wake, Canton, and Guam, and in Alaska at numerous locations off 
the beaten path, off the routes regularly served by the scheduled air carriers. 

Senator McCarran. Mr. Chairman, I would like to go back to that former 
question. I agree with you, Mr. Chairman, that this management survey is, 
as far as I can see, a complete waste of funds. 

Mr. Murray, I should like to know who this firm is that is making this survey; 
whether they were personally known to you, whether bids were asked. I should 
like to know where you got the money for the survey and why this matter was 
not justified to the committee in advance. Further, I should like to know the 
cost of the survey. In addition, Mr. Chairman, I request that copies of all cor- 
respondence leading up to the selection of this firm be made a part of our 
hearing record, together with a copy of the contract; also a copy of all other 
bids received. 

Mr. Murray, I would like to have your comment. 

Mr. Murkay. You want my comment about what part of that, Senator? 

Senator McCarran. The whole proposition. Is there any part of it you don’t 
understand? 

Mr. Murray. No. I understand it. 

Senator McCarran. I thought you did. 

I am asking you, Mr. Murray. You are the head of this Department. 

Mr. Murray. Senator, I do not handle the administrative part of the Depart- 
ment. I do not know the activity that led to the questions which you have 
asked. 

Mr. Worthy does, and Mr. Worthy would be the one to answer those questions. 

Mr. Wortuy. I would be very happy to answer them, Senator, because this 
type of activity falls within my sphere of responsibility in the Department. 

Senator McCarran. <All right. 

Mr. Wortnuy. I would appreciate it very much if I might have the questions 
reasked, one by one. 

Senator McCarran. I would like to know who this firm is. 

Mr. Wortny. The firm of Cresap, McCormick, and Paget, with headquarters 
in New York. 

Senator McCarran. And whether they were personally known to you; and 
whether bids were asked. 

Mr. Wortny. I have known one of the partners in Cresap, McCormick, and 
Paget. 

Senator McCarran. For how long? 

Mr. WortHy. Approximately 20 years. 

Senator McCarran. In an intimate and close association ? 

Mr. Wortuy. No. 

Senator McCarran. Were bids asked ? 

Mr. Wortuy. Bids were not asked, sir. 

Senator McCarran. Where did you get the money for this? 

Mr. Wortnuy. From the moneys appropriated to the Civil Aeronautics Ad- 
ministration. 

Senator McCarran. What division? Under what heading was the money 
appropriated ? 

Mr. Wortny. A portion of the funds appropriated for this current fiscal year 
had been impounded in accordance with the procedures and directives laid down 
by the Bureau of the Budget, the purpose being, as you may recall, as announced 
by the Budget Director last fall, that we were to begin this year to get down toa 
lower level of spending, which was anticipated to begin with the fiscal year 
1955. In accordance with that policy, a portion of the funds appropriated to 
the Civil Aeronautics Administration were impounded by the Bureau of the 
Budget. Funds were drawn from those impounded funds for this purpose. 

Senator McCarran. They were taken out of the impounded funds? 

Mr. Wortny. That is right. 

Senator McCarran. They were appropriated for a certain purpose by the 
Congress. Is that not true? And they were taken out and impounded. Is that 
correct? 
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Mr. Wortny. That is right 

Senator McCarran. And then by you appropriated to an entirely different 
purpose. That is right, isn’t it? 

Mr. Wortiy. Senator 

Senator McCarran. Just answer that “Yes” or “No.” 

Mr. Wortnuy. They were used for purposes for which we had full legal author- 
ity. 

Senator McCarran. I know. Where was your legal authority to make this 
survey ? 

Mr. Wortny. In the act, in our appropriations act. 

Senator McCaArRan. Would you care to refer to it? 

Mr. WortHy. Public Law 195. I believe it is section 303. 

Senator McCarran. Did you have money appropriated by the Congress to 
make the survey? 

Mr. Worrny. Money was not appropriated specifically for the purpose of mak- 
ing the survey. 

Senator McCarran. I said: Was it appropriated by Congress? I didn’t say 
specifically or otherwise. 

Mr. WortHy. Money was appropriated by the Congress. 

Senator McCarran. For this purpose? 

Mr. Wortry. And the Congress also gave the Secretary authority - 

Senator McCarran. I said for this purpose was the money appropriated? 
Please don’t dodge the question. Please answer the question. 

Mr. Wortny. This purpose was not named, sir. 

Senator McCarran. This purpose was not named. That is the answer. 

Now, let me go on with the other parts of the question: Why was not this matter 
brought to this committee for justification in advance? 

Mr. Wortny. Sir, if there was a mistake made there, I will accept the re- 
sponsibility. I would say, however, that I did not realize that it was our re- 
sponsibility to clear this kind of thing in advance with the committee. 

Senator McCarran. Who do you think is responsible for appropriations ; you, 
rr the Congress of the United States? 

Mr. Wortny. The Congress of the United States. 

Senator McCarran. Why didn’t you come to Congress for this, for an authori- 
zation? 

Mr. Wortny. We understood that Congress had authorized us to do this. 

Senator McCarran. That seems to be the understanding of your Department 
minder Mr. Murray. So far as I have been able to observe, he has no regard for 
Congress, and if you fall into the same disregard for Congress, I am sure you 
will get into the same category with Mr. Murray, which is not an enviable position 
at this time. 

I would like to request copies of all correspondence leading to the selection 
f this firm, to be made a part of our hearing record. 

Mr. WortHy. That will be furnished. 

Senator Bripces. Will you produce and have available for the record copies of 
the correspondence? 

Mr. Wortny. That will be done. 

(The documents requested follow :) 


Mr. Petircrint. At page 541 of the testimony of the Subcommittee 
of the Committee on Appropriations, the following is found: 


Senator McCarran. When the management survey is finished, who will have 
the final decision as to whether any changes will be made in CAA? You, or 
Mr. Murray? 

Mr. Lee. I believe it will be the Secretary of Commerce, Senator McCarran. 

Senator McCarran. What part will you play in it? You are the head of CAA, 

Mr. Wortny. Senator, may I answer? 

Senator McCarran. Can’t he answer that question? 

Mr. Lee is competent to answer that question. 

Mr. Lee. I would expect that we would comment and make our suggestions with 
regard to the advisability of putting the recommendations when they are made 
into effect, and the whole aspect of the efficency and economy of any recommen- 
dations which are made 

Senator McCarran. You have had a wide experience in this proceeding, and I 
think you have the confidence of a great many people who are interested in this 
line of transportation. Is the study going to be handed to you for your adoption? 
Will you have any discretion as to whether or not you will adopt it? 
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Mr. Worrny. Senator, I think I am perhaps in a better position to auswel 
that question than Mr. Lee. 

Senator McCARRAN. All right. You seem to be anxious to answer all questions, 
so we will go ahead. 

Mr. Worruy. It happens that this particular thing, Senator, is part of my 
responsibility. 

I assure you that any report submitted by this management engineering firm 
will not be delivered to Mr. Lee with instructions to install it forthwith. Any 
action taken on the basis of the recommendations of this survey will be based 
on joint consideration as between the Office of the Secretary and the Civil Aero- 
nautics Administration. 

Senator McCarran, When you say “joint,” what do you mean exactly? Joint 
as between whom? 

Mr. Worruy. It will be Mr. Murray, myself, and Mr. Lee, and the respective 
members of our staffs who have competence in the various areas involved. 

Senator McCArrRAN. All right. 

Chairman BripGes. Mrs. Smith, any questions? 

We will go on to an item on the establishment of air navigation facilities. 

Senator Monronrey. Not to encumber the record further but there 
is more J ertaining to it and we do not wish to take your time, but 
would it be agreeable to all members of the committee that the per- 
tinent sections of the rest of the record be included in the record ? 

Senator ScHorPPEL. With reference to this particular thing ? 

annie MONRONEY. Yes. 

enator ScHorePre.. I have no objection. 

Senator Payne. I have no objection. 

Senator Monronry. Was there anything further in the hearings 
that you did not read that dealt with the personal relationship of Mr. 
W orthy with one of the partners in the firm ? 

Mr, Petiecrint. I know of nothing further, Senator. 

aaine Monronty. So far as the record shows, the personal rela- 
tionship is not further developed ¢ 

Mr. PELLEGRINI. It is not further developed in the record, to my 
knowledge. 

Senator Monronry. Would you be good enough to write Mr. 
Worthy and ask him to detail what the personal relationship was, 
whether it existed in college and if so to what degree of fraternal or 
scholastic or atheletic relationship obtained, or if it existed later in 
business, and inquire further if he had ever in his private business 
made surveys of airlines or matters of operational activities for private 
industry. 

Also, I would like to have him detail the work that he had done for 
such other companies as, shall we say, railroads, and what the experi- 
ence was in that line. 

I would offer hima chance and invite him, tell him we would be glad 
to hear his testimony. 

The latter part of that should go to the Cresap, McCormick & 
Paget firm and also as to their business experience. 

I cert: uinly think in fairness to them they should be allowed to— 

Senator Payne. And I think, Mr. Chairman, if a letter goes to 
this firm—lI do not happen to know them—whether or not an aviation 
consultant was used in connection with this study. 

Senator Monronry. And if so, who, and what competence he had. 

That is a very fine suggestion and I appreciation that. 

Senator Scuorrren. Mr. Chairman, Just one other question merely 
as a foundation for the committee here to look into it further if it be- 
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omes pertinent. I would like to ask Mr. Lee, do you know of any 
other management studies that were made as late as 1948 or as early 
is 1948 ? 

Mr. Lre. There was another management study made by the firm 
ff Wallace, Clark & Co., 1 believe, in 1948, although [ am not exac tly 
certain whether it was 1947, 1948, or 1949. It was im that period. 

Senator ScHorrren. And is this report as far as you know a matter 
of record within the Commerce Department ? 

Mr. Lee. Yes, they came out with a formal report on their survey. 

Senator Scuorrren. | merely asked that for the record because I 

iil want to go into that matter further. That m: uy very we Hl have 
pointed up some of the things that might show up in this present report 
that we are discussing now. 

Senator Monroney. I think it might be well to duplicate the request 
fron » firm that made it, as we are asking of Cresap, Me vormick & 
Paget, for their background and tor what RnOW ledge they have of 
iviation and generaliy what phase, whether it as technical or man 
iwement that they were working on. 

f would like in all fairness to Cresap, McCormick & Paget to say 
that the chairman of this subcommittee does not question their com- 
petence in the management field dealing with the overhead controls 

nd operation of administration and the pattern of organization and 
things of that kind. I raise the question as to their compete ney In 
he field of air navigation and the three-dimensional control of air 
traffic and the curtailment of three-fifths of the gr cunibdieadere com- 
munications stations. 

Senator Payne. Well, having had some experience, Mr. Chairman, 

though not working with them but having employed them in tlie 
past in administrative activity, firms of a similar nature, they all, 
generally speaking, follow one pattern and they usually, when they 
are dealing with a particular type of subject, they usually bring in 

msultants of a type who are familiar with the particular thing that 
hey are undertaking. For instance, the firm of Ernst & Ernst, who 
do a tremendous amount of this work, if they work on ground trans- 
ortation they bring in consultants on ground transportation. —If 
vorking on air transportation they bri ing in consultants who are able 

. furnish the technical information relative to that. 

That is the reason I asked the question on this firm in Chicago, or 

herever they are. 

enator Monroney. Chicago and New York, I believe 

Mi ay I ask Mr. Lee at this ] point. Do you know if in the prepara- 
ion of this report by Cresap, McCormick & Paget or their experts, 
f any, had contacted any of the aviation people, or those dealing 

ith aviation, or operating aircraft, either private or executive or air 
transport aircraft 

Mr. Ler. I believe that they did contact many segments of the 

iation industry and public, from time to time, during the course 
of their survey. 

Senator Monroney. Counsel suggests also that we ask you at this 
point if you knew whether the Cabinet Committee on Transportation 
contacted segments of the aviation industry. 

Mr. Ler. I do not know. 
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Senator Monronry. You were so far away from and removed from 
that operation, that you did not know with whom they were talking 
or whether they even looked at aviation / 

Mr. Ler. That is correct. 

Senator Monroney. Mr. Lee, shortly before we were rushing to 
recess yesterday, we were discussing the two letters you wrote to the 
President of the U nited States under date of December 3. Both of 
these records were placed in the record and you testified that they 
were ohysically a nitached, one to the other, and that the statement of 
your side of the case in which you stated—and I quote from the last 
paragraph ot your first letter: 

However, before there is any further consideration of the matter by you or 
your staif, and mindful of my responsibilities as Presidential appointee to you 
as President, 1 deem it only proper to forward the enclosed resignation to you 
so that you may be assured of my complete cooperation with any decision you 
may ultimately reach. Whatever such decision, I am confident it will be in the 
best interests of the Government. 

Then attached to it was, the other letter in which you do not detail 
anything other than the growth of aviation and the suggestion of the 
deve lopme nt of aviation under the CAA, and your management, and 
in which you state that, after detailing the success of this Administra 
tion, aud speaking and quoting: 

My years of service in the CAA have been rewarding in experience and in a 
sense a real achievement. However, opportunities may change with changing 
circumstances and this might appear a suitable time for me to relinquish my 
post and move on to other activities. Consequently, I hereby tender my resigna- 
tion as Administrator of Civil Aeronautics Administration, to become effective 
at your discretion. 

Those I believe you testified were physically attached, one to the 
other and were to be considered by the President when he had read all 
of the correspondence and undoubtedly had conversation with some- 
one above you in the Department of Commerce, so that he would have 
been advised of both sides of the case. And one letter, the last letter 
of resignation was not to be considered in an individual, separate, 
detached part, independently of the first letter; Is that correct ¢ 

Mr. Ler. That was certainly my hope, Mr. Chairman. They were, 
as I said, physically attached, and staple “d toge ae. P 

Senator Monronry. And the letter you received on Monday after 
having received a phone call about it Saturday was dated, “Gettys- 
burg, December 10.” I read it again: 

Dear Mr. LEE: I can well understand the reason which prompted your letter 
of December 8 and can only accept your request to be relieved of your duties 
effective this date. 

Now, certainly reading the first letter it was certainly no request to 
be relieved of your duties. In fact, it was a letter strongly stating 
your case to continue on as Administrator of the Civil Aeronautics 
Administration; was it not ? 

Mr. Ler. Yes. 

Senator Monronry. And in no way, shape, or form, was any request 
in the first letter to be relieved of your duties ? 

Mr. Ler. Mr. Chairman, I felt neither of my letters constituted a 
request to be relieved of my duties. JI was merely in the second letter 
submitting this to be effective at the discretion of the President. 
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Senator Monroney. And it was not a request, but a tender in good 
faith to the President, recognizing that he alone had the authority to 
request your removal and to prevent the necessity of his request, you 
tendered what I might say was a clean letter of resignation. 

Mr. Ler. Yes. 

Senator Monroney. You testified yesterday you felt that the letter 
of December 10 from Gettysburg was not responsive to the complete 
content of the two letters which you submitted for the Presicent’s 
attention on December 8 ? 

Mr. Ler. That is correct. 

Senator Monroney. Did you have in mind at that time that perhaps 
the lack of responsiveness to those — letters might be contained 1 
the first paragraph which reads, “I can well understand the reasons 
which prompted your letter,” on ar, “of December 8, and can only 
accept your request to be re ‘lie ved of your duties effective this date.” 

Do you place any significance upon the fact that the letter from 
Gettysburg, December 10, referred to “letter” and not to “letters” 4 

Mr. Ler. It could be significant, Mr. Chairman. I understand 
when the President’s letter was released to the press, that also only 
the second letter, the attached letter of resignation was released to the 
press. 

Senator Monronery. The letter that was released to the press with- 
held the first covering letter which stated your case; is that correct / 

Mr. Ler. That is correct; yes, sir. 

Senator Monronry. And so the press which was intimately fol- 
lowing this letter at that time, w as not advised further than that you 

iad made a direct request, or a direct tender, shall we say, in your 
verbatim letter, of vour offer to resign ? 

Mr. Ler. That is what I was informed by those who saw the release, 
and in some news stories following that they indicated that there 
had been no release of the covering letter which we have been dis- 
cussing. 

Senator Monronry. May I ask committee counsel—and bear in 
mind, I emphatically, strongly and positively recognize the right of 

he Assistant to the President to observe the confidential relationships 
that must exist in the executive department between the President 
and his aids in the White House. I would be the first to raise an 
objection against a transgression of that. I feel so strongly about 
it that I certainly would not be stupid enough to urge that we re- 
quire testimony to clear up this matter which is puzzling to all those 
who may be following this case, by the adequate coverage that is 
being given it by the press. 

Certainly, we will not do that, or we will not request, and I for 
one would not even invite Mr. Adams, who handled these papers, to 
appear. I would like to ask if any request, or any information that 
might tend to clear this up, has been received from Mr. Adams or 
from others in the White House ? 

Mr. Peviecrini. No, sir, I have none. I have no knowledge of 
any. 

Senator Monronry. We will certainly not request it. We will 
receive anything that might be voluntarily tendered under their 
proper observance of the confidential relationship that the aids in 
the White House and the high and respected office of the Presi- 
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dens y might have. I feel that we have pursued this matter as far 

a congressional committee—and I believe you will agree with me— 

an properly £0. Is t] 1at not correct / 

Senator Paynr. Yes. 

Senator ScHorrrer. Yes. 

Senator Monroney. Mr. Lee, I believe for the moment we would ask 
you to stand aside. J would trust you would keep yourself available 
for subsequent testimony. 

Mr. Lee. Yes, sir. 

senator Monroney. Let’s take about a 10-minute recess in order to 
relieve the reporter of the burden of continuing without a recess. 

(A short recess was taken.) 

Senator Monroney. The Subcommittee on Aviation of the Com- 
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce will a be in session. 
[ will ask Mr. Harry J. Blutstein, 7217 16th Avenue, Takoma Park 12, 


Md.. to come forward. 


TESTIMONY OF HARRY J. BLUTSTEIN, FORMER NIGHT 
SUPERVISOR, WASHINGTON NATIONAL AIRPORT 


Senator Monronry. Mr. Blutstein, will you state your name? 


Mr. Buvrsrerx. Harry J. Blutstein. 

Senator Monroney. Raise your right hand. Although you took the 
oath from the audience, yesterday, ‘I think it would be a good idea 
to give it again. 

Mr. Blutstein, do you solemnly swear that the testimony you are 
about to give in this case shall be the truth, the whole truth, and noth- 
ing but the truth, so - ‘Ip you God ¢ 

Mr. Buursretn. I do. 

Senator Monroney. The record will show that a quorum of the 
committee is present, 


[r. Blutstein, yesterday when the matter of the CAA order came up, 
we had some questioning by the chairman, who is an ex officio member 
of this subcommittee. To refresh the minds of those who were not 
there, the chairman of the committee, Senator Magnuson, said: 


I want to ask a question before we recess. Are there any CAA employees 
in the room? 

Mr. NATHAN. Yes, sir. 

The CHAIRMAN. What division are you with? 

Mr. NATHAN. The Information Office. 

The CHarrRMAN. Are you familiar with an order that was passed to all CAA 
employees as of yesterday? 

Mr. NATHAN. I am not sure, sir. 

The CHAIRMAN. An order—a memo sent to all CAA employees. 

Mr. NATHAN. I haven’t seen any. 

The CHAIRMAN. You are not familiar with a memo that was sent to all the 
employees—passed to all the employees of the CAA yesterday, January 4, 1956, 
which says, “The Administrator states that no employee is to attend any hearing 
today”? 

Mr. NATHAN. No, sir. I was here yesterday. 

The CHAIRMAN. You were here yesterday? 

Mr. NATHAN. Yes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Do you know of this order? 

Mr. NATHAN. No, sir. 

The CHAIRMAN. Did you ever hear of it? 

Mr. NATHAN. No, sir: in Jerry Klutz’ column today. 

Senator Monroney. It has been put in the record and appears on page 64. 
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The CHAIRMAN. You never discussed this with anyone? 

Mr. NATHAN. Discussed what? 

The CHAIRMAN. This order? 

Mr. NATHAN. I requested permission to come up here. 

The CHAIRMAN. Whom did you request permission from? 

Mr. NATHAN. The Administrator. 

The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Lee? 

Mr. NATHAN. Mr. Lowen. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Acting Administrator? 

Mr. NATHAN. Whatever he may be. 

The CrHarRMAN. Did you discuss the item written by Mr. Kluttz with any 
of the employees down there? When did you first see him? 

Mr. NaAtrnan. This morning. 

The CHAIRMAN. Did you discuss it with anyone? 

Mr. NATHAN. Just casually; not officially. 

The CHAIRMAN. Did any of the employees you discussed it with acknowledge 
receipt of such an order? 

Mr. NATHAN. No. I discussed it with the employees in my own office. 

The CHAIRMAN. Did they receive such an order? 

Mr. NATHAN. No. 

The CHAIRMAN. Did they know of anyone in the CAA who received such an 
order? 

Mr, NATHAN, | don’t know whether they did or not. They didn’t say. 

The CHAIRMAN. Do you usually request permission to attend a hearing, or do 
you just come up as a public relations oflicer? 

Mr. NATHAN. I thought under the circumstances it would be advisable to. 

The CHAIRMAN. Because of the order? 

Mr. NATHAN. No, simply because this is a matter of concern to the Department 

The CHAIRMAN. Do you always ask permission to come up? 

Mr. NATHAN. I do not come up aS a routine matter. 

The CHAIRMAN. When you do, do you ask permission? 

Mr. NATHAN. The matter is usually discussed with the Administrator’s Office ; 
yes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Well, the order is in the record. 

Mr. BLurstretn. I would like to be heard. 

Senator MONRONEY,. Will you state your name? 

Mr. BuLurstrern. Harry Blutstein. I am a former employee of CAA, one of the 
the night supervisors under discussion yesterday. I was present in the Admin: 
istrator’s Office and heard the order given. 

Senator MONRONEY. Would you put your yourself under oath? 

Do you solemnly swear the testimony you are about to give before this sub- 
committee of the Interstate and Foreign Commerce Committee shall be the truth, 
the whole truth and nothing but the truth, so help you God? 

Mr. BLUTSTEIN. I do. 

Senator MONRONEY. Will you repeat your testimony. 

Mr. BLUTSTEIN. I was in the outer office of the present Administrator, Mrs 
Charles G. Lowen, and his secretary, a young lady taking the place of the sec 
retary—I heard her make a number of calls to various department heads, “No 
CAA employee will attend the hearings on the Hill today.” 

Senator MONRoNEY. Thank you very nuch. We will resume the questioning of 
Mr. Lee. 


That is your testimony ¢ 

Mr. BiurstTern. Yes. 

Senator Monroney. I would like to include in the record from the 
highly reliable Washington Post, the following: 

Mr. Blutstein said he was in the outer office of the new CAA head, Charles J 
Lowen, on Wednesday and heard Mr. Lowen’s secretary tell agency workers to 
stay away from the hearing. Lowen later told newsmen he verbally instructed 
CAA personnel to stay on their jobs but had issued no written order. 

That is substantially a confirmation of what you told this conmait 
tee under oath. 

I wonder if Mr. Nathan is in the room. 
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Would the committee counsel invite Mr. Nathan to be available for 
further testimony when it resumes its sitting, perhaps sian. 

Incidentally, at this time I would like to state that I would also — 
and I am sure the other committee members will agree, to write : 
letter to both Secretary Weeks and Under Secretary Rothchild stat. 
ing that we will be gl: id to accommodate them at any time that they 
wish to be heard and will have other w ithesses stand aside so that there 
can be no possible suspicion that we are trying to develop this case in 
any one-sided or disorderly manner. 

It has been my informal understanding that they were very busy 
at this time and would appreciate being called later, but as the testi- 
mony is developing, it might be bad public policy; and as a former 
newspaperman I can realize that sometimes other Senate committees 
have de 1: iyed the opportunity of witnesses to be heard unduly. I cer- 
tainly do not wish to be guilty in conducting this investigation to fol- 
low a practice that I think would de -prive anyone of his proper place 
in the orderly testimony and not wait until the closing days to give 
him an opportunity to be heard. 

If you will notify them for the committee—I am sure you will 
agree—that at any time Secretary Weeks or Under Secret: ary Roths- 
child or anyone else of a high capacity in this Department or in the 
White Honse, should the »y wish to ask for time, that we will have other 
witnesses stand aside so that they can immediately be heard and we can 
accommodate our schedule to theirs. 

Mr. Blutstein, I believe you were one of the night supervisors at the 
airport and your services were—vyou were RIF‘d, in other words ¢ 

Mr. Brursrern. That is correct. 

Senator Monroney. Tell us how long you had been employed by the 
CAA? 

Mr. Buursrer. I had been employed there since July 2, 1941—ap- 
proximately 15 years. 

Senator Monroney. Describe the nature of your duties. 

Mr. Buvtsrern. My duty was that of an operational position as well 
as administrative. Among other things, the position of supervisor 
was to represent the director of the airport. T was the director and on 
duty. My tour of duty went from 4 to midnight, or from midnight to 
8, or Saturday, Sund: ay, or a holiday, in the ssi of the Adminis 
trator, when he wasn’t the: re on a regular business day. 

The job sheet as I have here described by Civil Service, among 
other things says: 

In the performance of his duties the incumbent will act for the Administrator 
of the airport in the solution of all problems of airport management during his 
tour of duty that cannot be deferred. 

Senator Monroney. That cannot be deferred ? 

Mr. Brursrern. That is correct. 

Senator Monroney. It was a matter of having on duty at all 
times--— 

Mr. Buutsretn. That is correct. 

Senator Monroney. A night supervisor and you would act in the 
position of command and be the ultimate authority on the operation 
of one of the largest airports in the world ¢ 

Mr. Buutrsrrein. It isa command function, sir: yes. 

This thing is quite lengthy. I can submit it for the record unless you 
want me to read it, sir. 
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Senator Monronrey. We do not want to encumber the record unduly, 
but it was just a matter of having these night supervisors on duty at 
all times. 

Mr. Buursrern. That is correct, sir. 

Senator Monronry. Or perhaps during the illness of the director of 
the airport, in case he should become ill or should be out of town—a 
person in command to take over the responsibility of the operation 
of the airport. 

Mr. Buursrern. Other than the normal business day, sir. He has a 
deputy who takes care of that. 

Senator Monroney. The deputy was only on duty perhaps 40 hours 
au week. 

Mr. Buursrern. That is correct, from 8:30 in the morning until 5 in 
the afternoon. 

Senator Monroney. A little fast multiplication might develop that 
the airport is open 7 days a week, 24 hours a day, which would be 
168 hours. 

Mr. Buursrerx. That is correct. The normal coverage was two- 
thirds of the time, plus Saturdays, Sundays, and any holiday that 

wose. That was for the night supervisor. 

Senator Monroney. Can you tell us whether at any large airport 
in New York or Chicago they operate with no supervisors during the 
night hours ¢ 

Mr. Buursrern. To the best of my knowledge, sir, I believe there is 
ome nominal head to which someone can turn in times of emer 
vencies that require a decision—trained personel. 

Senator Monroney. Is it generally a fact, too, that the trained pet 
omnel are people who have been associated over a period of years with 
actual fiying, that they know the problems in the cockpit, they know 
the dangers that exist under instrument-handling conditions and icing; 
in other words, a weatherwise pilot, or someone who has had more than 
‘asual relationship from the ground to air, and is generally considered 
to be a rather competent person for this command function in the 
absence of the director ¢ 

Mr. Buursrer. That is correct. In 2 of the 3 positions at Washing- 
ton National Airport, sir—miyself, 1 ama pilot 

Senator Monroney. I notice on your experience and background 
summé iy that you have in excess of £,000 hours logged and that you are 
listed as a command pilot of the CAP and U SAG. 

Mr. Brursrers. That is right. 

Senator Monronry. Do you hold any 

Mr. Buursrern. A lieutenant colonel, sir. 

Senator Monroney. In the Air Force / 

Mr. Buursrern. No, in the Civil Air Patrol, which is an auxiliary 
of the United States Air Force. 

Senator Monroney. Also you have instructions and can teach all 
aviation ground subjects; meteorology, radio, sabladaiini civil air reg- 
ulations, airplane, parachutes, and engines. You have been licensed 
since 1941 to teach and have taught these subjects in the evening high 
schools in the District of Columbia, privately and at Howard Uni- 
versity ; 1s that correct. 

Mr. Buursrern. That is correct, s 
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Senator Monronry. And you completed a 2 -year course in aviation 
electronics and radar at George Washington Uh niversity 

Mr. Buursrrerx. That is correct. 

Senator Monronry. You have carried 414 semester-hours and com- 
pleted a course in airport design, construction, maintenance, and ad- 
ministration given by American University. 

Mr. Buursrerx. That is correct. 

Senator Monroney. You say you came on duty, in the service of the 
Government, at the Washington Airport in 1941 / / 

Mr. Buursrein. That is correct. 

Senator Monroney. Is that all the Government service you have 4 

Mr. Buursrern. No, sir. On April 29, had I stayed in service, it 
would have completed 25 years of Government service—career service. 

Senator Monroxey. You were terminated by the direction of Mr. 
Lowen / 

Mr. Bruursreix. Well, somebody up above, sir. 

Senator Monroney. Describe briefly what could happen at the pres- 
ent time without the night supervisors in the administration of the 
airport in the event of sudden icing conditions or extremely bad 
flying weather / 

Mr. Buursrerx. Well, the answer I would have to give in this case 
would be theoretical. Assuming we had bad runway conditions which 
would necessitate closing of the air port, at the moment I do not know 
who would make the decision. The normal procedure is for the tower 
operator, who permits an airplane to land, to question the pilot flying 
the plane, “How do you find braking conditions? What conditions are 
the runwaysin? Are they safe to land on?” and so on. 

At the time the supervisors were on duty, we were requested by the 
tower—not only requested. but it was a normal operational duty to 
check th ese runways for braking and so on. 

[f, in the opinion of the supervisor on duty, it was an unsafe condi- 
tion his authority was to close the airport and have the tower direct the 
airplane to go to an alternate airport where landing conditions would 
be safe. 

Senator Monroney. I understand, of course, that vou have auto 
matic minimums of ceiling. 

Mr. Bucrsrerx. That is correct. 

Senator Monroney. But that is not the o1 ly weather which is 
hazard tosnate fly ing conditions. Isthat not true 7? 

Mr. Buurstrern. That is meht 

Senator Mowronry. While you were on duty and the ceilings were 
right at the minimum, and mavbe there would be m: ireinal weather 
that might make even the minimums dangerous, could the men in the 
control tower close the airport, or would that be a part of vour duties / 

Mr. Bucrstern. No, sir. This is a legal question, sir. Legally, no 
one can be prohibited from landing at an airport under any conditions. 
That is, legally. If an individual chooses to land at an airport, then, 
of course—and if he violates any Jaw that is between him and the 
control tower operator who will file the violation. However, in flying, 
as it is today, none of those things ever happens. But we are asked for 
an opinion: “Shall we allow these airplanes to come in?” 

If we feel the airport is going to close, the clouds are going to drop 
down low, and things of that sort, we leave it to the discretion of the 
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control tower operator to make that decision since he is in the best 
position to do so. 

Senator Monronrey. And he is constantly there observing the 
weather / 

Mr. Buursretn. That is correct. 

Senator Monroney. The decisions would have been on the icing 
conditions or ground conditions not strictly related to the legal limits 
and the minimum limits for the operation / 

Mr. Buursrer. That is left up to the supervisor. 

Senator Monroney. ‘That would be the supervisor ¢ 

Mr. Buiurstrern. That is right. 

Senator Monroney. In the case that you had above the mininumn 
but you had a deep cloud layer, or a fog, or haze layer, or many other 
meteorological disturbances that you hap a n to get over airports, and 
a private flier, for example, was lost—-or perhaps a military officer 
temporarily stationed to ground duty was getting in his time and 
would get lost in the soup-——would the planes be held off by the man 

n the control tower or would that be a matter that would be discussed 
vith the airport director or, in his absence with the night supervisor ? 

Mr. Biursvrern. No, sir. That is a function of Air Traflic Control, 
md the control tower. There is a standard operating procedure in- 
volved there. ‘The »y notify all Pp lanes that there is an unidentifie d plane 

na certain area, That is not the function of the supervisor. 

Senator Monroney. In the event that a rumor or report would orig 
nate that someone had loaded a bomb in someone's baggage, who 

ould make the decision Lo unload the baggage and minke the cheeks / 

Mr. Buvursrrin. I have just such a case which occurred here at the 
Washington National Airport, sir, An Eastern Airlines plane—this 
sa matter of record and all these things which can be submitted at 

time. An Eastern Airlines plane headed for Miami was reported 

»} have a bomb aboard. | was on duty at the time. The pilot was 
ready to taxi out and I notified the control tower to order him back. 
1 exercised my right as acting for the Administrator to do that 

Senator Monronry. There would be no power in the control tower 

ause they we re opern ting on a meteorology basis. 

Mr. Buctsrein. They could order him back, but they didn’t know 

bout this particular situation. 

We ordered the passengers off. not'fied the FBI, had them stand 
by their own baggage, and got permission from the Post Office De- 
partment to put all the mail out in the center of the field. We investi 
gated the plane from stem to stern, found nothing, and sent the plane 
on its way. 

Senator Monroney. There are growing cases of mischief, I believe. 
[ have heard from others that the same thing has happened at a num 
ber of airports where rumors or tips have either been maliciously 
planted or perhaps through some misunderstanding of conversations, 
overheard; but that would be a part of the task of the supervisor / 

Mr. Biutstrin. Yes, sir, usually. 

a nator Monronry. Do you have any other « ‘ases—not that particu- 

r thing, but where the night supervisor's activities were required / 

"Me Biutstern. IT have a number of cases. I would like permis- 
sion to refrain from mentioning names. 

Senator Monroney. Is that all right with the rest of the com- 
mittee ¢ 
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Mr. Buvutstrern. Diplomatic relations were strained at the particu- 
lar time and two countries were involved. 

A high-ranking Cabinet member of a foreign country, shall we say, 
had more than one drink this particular morning about 6:30 a.m. I 
heard this loud voice and language. It was a night where we had in- 
strument conditions and the lobby was crowded with barely enough 
standing room. I heard this particular gentleman use language which 
made my ears burn. I learned some choice words that morning. 

Well, I heard him from 150 yards or so away. You can imagime 
what it sounded like up close. “An officer walked in about the same 
time and told him to moderate his language. I did the same. He 
became more abusive. “I demand to be arrested,” and he was. He 
was obliged. He was removed to the reception room that we have 
there and was very abusive, swearing at our President, our Congress, 
and whatnot: abi he would like to do and this and that and the 
other thing. asked him to keep quiet. He said. “I don’t have to 
keep quiet. Here are my credentials.” And he produced his cre 
dentials. 

When I saw those, it was time for me to take over. 

I informed him that since he is a gentleman of that rank that he 
was not being restrained: that up to this point we could restrain him 
but sinee he identified himself we could not restrain him: that 1 would 
be forced to call the State Department, sinve Tam not a diplomat, 
Phos hhondle matters of diplomacy. 

I also called his embassy and they came on down and there was 
quite an investigation of that. 

If there was not a supervisor there, it might have resulted in a lot 
of embarrassment to the United States Government. 

That is one case. 

There was another incident of similar nature where another gen 
tleman connected with a foreign country was very abustve, told us 
what he could do to us: If we were in his country he would have us 
stood up to the wall and shot us, and so on. It was another case 
handled by our State Department. I don’t know what would have 
happened if a policeman had handled a thing of that sort. 

One other particular time when T had just left the airport at 
midnight, went home and went to bed at 1:25 and I received a call. 
We have an operating procedure when a daa ismade, Why I was 
called I don’t know. I live in Takoma Park, Md., 14 miles from 
door to door. I got the call at 1:20, I believe. At 1:40 I was at 
the airport on the runway. An Eastern Airliner was landing on its 
belly. I placed guards around at different points, and had the pilot 
come in. When he came in he made a beautiful landing, but went 
down on his belly. Before anybody else could get out there, IT had 
all the passengers evacuated and off the airport and the plane safetied 
down against fire. We received some nice letters from the company 
for that. 

Various other crack-ups have occurred out there where we stand 
right there and make these decisions. 

Senator Monroney. What are your functions in time of a crash? 

Mr. Buiursrern. To make any decisions, place all equipment at 
strategic points, order all personnel about—when I say order, I mean 
give direc tions so in exacuating passengers we endeavor to save lives. 
Our job is a job of safety. 
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Senator Monroney. Were there ever any charges leveled at you 
during your 25 years of service under civil service ? 

Mr. BuurstTern. No, sir. 

Senator Monroney. You are a civil-service employee / 

Mr. Buutsrern. Yes, sir. I would like to present a letter for the 
record given me by the director of the airport when I left the service. 
[ didn’t ask for this. This was given to me, sir. This is dated De- 
cember 8, 1955, and signed by Mr. B. H. Griffin, director, Washington 
National Airport. 

To Whom It May Concern: 

This is to advise that I have known and had occasion to work with Mr. Harry 
J. Blutstein for the past 8 years. Asa matter of record, Mr. Blutstein has worked 
at Washington National Airport from the very beginning of its construction 
some 15 or 16 years ago. When I became director of Washington National 
Airport in July 1947, he was assigned work directly out of my office as night 
supervisor. 

Mr. Blutstein possesses a wealth of aviation background and experience. In 
fact I consider him a highly trained specialist in his field of endeavor. His 
honesty, loyalty, and integrity are without question. He is well educated, 
capable, energetic, dependable, and a hard worker. While working with me he 
has performed his duties in a most satisfactory manner. He has an excellent 
personality as well as ability and leadership which commands respect from all 
who come in contact with him. He has played an important part in building up 
the splendid record and reputation of the Washington National Airport. 

I take great pleasure in recommending Mr. Harry J. Blutstein to you. 

Senator Monroney. Assuming the director works 40 hours a week, 
there is no lack of night activity at Washington Airport after business 
hours, 1s there ¢ 

Mr. Buurstrern. Asa matter of fact, Senator, the activities increase. 
We have about three peaks. We have a peak around 6 and 8 in the 
the evening. We have another from about 10 in the the evening to 
ibout 1 in the morning or thereabouts, and an early morning peak. 

Senator Monroney. All of which peaks occur during the normal 
period where the director, to maintain his health, would have to be 
off duty. 

Mr. Buursrern. That is correct, sir. 

Senator Monroney. And his deputy the same ? 

Mr. Buursrern. That is correct. 

Senator Monroney. So far as you know there has never been any 
thing on your civil-service rec ‘ord that would warrant dismissal ? 

Mr. Buursrern. No, sir. I have my r. i. f. papers. It is simply a 
question of an abolition of the job. 

Senator Monroney. Your job and two others were abolished. 

Mr. Buursrern. In that particular capacity. There were 15 jobs 
abolished. 

Senator Monronry. But your capacities we : abolished by Mr. 
Lowen—you don’t know who recommended it, I guess. 

Mr. Buursrern. That is right. 

Senator Monronry. Were there any questions you had. Senator 
Payne ¢ 

Senator Payne. No questions. 

Senator Monroney. Senator Schoeppel 

Senator Scuorrret. Might I ask you, how old are you ? 

Mr. Buursrer. Iam going to be 50 in May. 

Senator Scnorprry. Have you matriculated in any college or 
institution ? 
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Mr. Buurstrein. No, sir. I havea license to teach these things which 
is given to you by the Government upon successfully passing exami- 
nations in the various subjects you teach. Not just a bl: anket license, 
but. a license for each subject. 

Senator Scnorpren. I take it, then, that you have not attended any 
university or college and taken any work along this line: is that right ? 

Mr. Buiutsrer. No, sir. I have taken 214 years at George Wash- 
ington University, of radar and electronics, aviation. 

Senator Scnorepren. Was that recently ¢ 

Mr. Buurstretn. No, sir. 

Senator ScHorpren. Several years back ? 

Mr. Buursrern. It is right there. Some vears back, ves, sir. 

Senator Scuorrren. Did you serve in the milit: ary forces for our 
Government ? 

Mr. Buursrern. Yes, sir. 

Senator Scuorrret. Did you enlist in the service ¢ 

Mr. Buursretn. Yes, sir, I did. 

Senator Scnorrre.. About what time was it ? 

Mr. Biutsrern. 1922 to 1925, 1926 to 1928. 

Senator Scuoepren.. What branches of the service 4 

Mr. Bucrsrern. In what was then known as the Army Air Corps 
and the Field Artiller Vv. 

Senator ScuorrreL. I understood you to say that you held some 
rank but that was in the Civil Air Patrol. 

Mr. Biurstern. The Civil Air Patrol, that is right. 

Senator ScnorprenL. Did you hold a rank of any kind in the Army ? 

Mr. Buutrsrrin. No, sir. I was a noncommissioned officer. 

Senator SCHOEPPEL. You were not a commisisoned officer ? 

Mr. Bucurstretn. I was a noncommissioned officer. 

Senator Scuorpren. I have no further questions, but I would like 
to make this request. We may want to look into some matters involv- 
ing the separation and I would like to have the opportunity, if the 
gentleman would be so kind as to let us know where he might be. I 
may want to ask you several other questions. 

Mr. Brutrsrery. You have my address and telephone there, I 
believe. 

eee at Monroney. Are there any other questions / 

Thank you very much, Mr. Blutstein, for this. We appreciate that. 

The committee will recess. We will recess if agreeable until Mon- 
day, 10 o'clock. 

The committee stands in recess. 

(Whereupon, at 12:05 p. m., the committee recessed to reconvene 
at 10a.m., Monday, February 9, 1956. ) 
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MONDAY, JANUARY 9Q, 1956 


UnNIrep STATES SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND FoREIGN COMMERCE, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON AVIATION, 
Room G—16, Untrep States Capron, 
Washington, D.C. 


The subcommittee met at 10 a. m., the Honorable A. S. Mike Mon 
roney, chairman of the subcommittee, presiding. 


Present : Senators Monroney, Bible, and Schoeppel. 

Senator Monroney. The Subcommittee on Aviation, Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce, will resume its sitting. 

We would lke to have through invitation of the committee Mr. 
Hayward, of Commerce. 

Mr. Hayward, do you solemnly swear that the testimony you are 


about to give in this case shall be the truth, the whole truth, and noth 
ng but the truth, so help you God ¢ 


Mr. Haywarp. I do. 


STATEMENT OF CARLTON HAYWARD, DIRECTOR OF PERSONNEL, 
DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 


Senator Monroney. Mr. Hayward, would you state for the record 
your name and position with the Department of Commerce / 
Mr. Haywarp. Carlton Hayward, Director of Personnel for the 
United States Department of Commerce. 
Senator Monronry. How long have you been in that position, sir? 
Mr. Haywarp. Since November of 1953. 
Senator Monroney. Since November of 1953 / 
Mr. Haywarp. That is right. 
Senator Monroney. What positions have you formerly held ? 
Mr. Haywarp. Prior to that, from 1945 to 1953, I was Director of 
the Field Service of the Department of Commerce, and prior to that, 
Director of —— 
Senator Monronry. Field Service, is that personnel or was that the 
general Field Service ¢ 
Mr. Haywarp. That is general field offices. 
Senator Monronry. You had not been in personnel work before 
19533 1s that right ? 
Mr. Haywarp. Yes, I was Director of Personnel for the War Pro- 
duction Board from 1941 to 1945. 
Senator Monroney. I see. Was that your first coming into the 
Federal employment at that time / 
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Mr. Haywarp. No, I came into Federal employment in 1939 as the 
regional director of the Railroad Retirement Board in Cleveland, 
Ohio. 

Senator Monroney. I see, and you came in I assume as a civil-serv- 
ice employee ? 

Mr. Haywarp. That is correct, yes, sir. 

Senator Monroney. Executive service / 

Mr. Haywarp. Yes, sir. 

Senator Monroney. And you have been in civil service all through 
that time / 

Mr. Haywarp. Yes. 

Senator Monxronry. And were promoted to the position as head of 
the personnel section as a result of your civil-service qualifications 
and tenure / 

Mr. Haywarp. That is correct, yes. 

Senator Monroney. As a Director of the Personnel Section of the 
Department of Commerce, you are charged with the control of and 
management of all agencies within Commerce and those directly under 
Commerce according to the law / 

Mr. Ifaywarp. That is correct. 

Senator Monronry. Let me ask you, in assuming your duties, was 
it you that issued the order that all jobs of a civil-service nature, or 
all new jobs above the grade 14, I believe, should be cleared with the 
Personnel Office of the Department of Commerce / 

Mr. Haywarp. Yes; that is correct. 

Senator Monronzy. You issued that order / 

Mr. Haywarp. Yes, sir. 

Senator Monroney. Had such an order existed before you issued 
the one on becoming head of the Personnel Section ? 

Mr. Haywarp. Yes, there were types of that order. 

Senator Monronry. But Mr. Lee has testified that as far as he 
knew during his years in an executive position with the Civil Aero 
nautics Administration the promotions within the civil-service posi- 
tion to technical jobs and others, excepting those that reached the high 
policy level, were not required to be cleared through the Department 
of Commerce. 

Mr. Taywarp. Well, there has been some sort of clearance required, 
I believe, for all of the key positions in the various units. 

Senator Monronry. By that you mean somewhat policymaking 
positions at the top; would that be correct ? 

Mr. Haywarp. Yes, although I think I would think that—well, in 
some cases that would go down to Division Directors and probably 
in certain other cases, section chiefs. 

Senator Monroney. Was that through the Personnel Department 
of Commerce over CAA ? 

Mr. Haywarp. I don’t quite understand your question, sir. 

Senator Monroney. Well, was that clearance required of the De- 
partment of Commerce for these positions, or was it left to the CAA to 
clear these jobs and carry out the promotions which were within civil 
service / 

Mr. Haywarp. Well, the CAA does clear the key positions with 
the Personnel Office of the Department. 

Senator Monronery. Since your assuming the duties? 
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Mr. Haywarp. That is right. 

Senator Monroney. Now, prior to that is what we are talking 
about ! 

Mr. Haywarp. I couldn't testify to that. 

Senator Monronry. You have no knowledge? 

Mr. Haywarp. No accurate knowledge. 

Senator Monroney. But you felt it was necessary in order to be sure 
they were all cleared to have them cleared with you; is that correct ? 

Mr. Haywarp. Well, yes, for the purpose of our inventory of key 
executives, our career development program which we have in effect, 
and to assure that the best qualified people went into the positions. 

Senator Monroney. The best qualified people. Now, do you have a 
opy of the order ? 

Mr. Haywarp. Yes, sir, I do. 

Senator Monroney. Would you furnish the committee with that? 

Mr. Haywarp. Yes. 

Senator Monroney. Now, I have not had an opportunity to care- 
fully examine it. This is issued under date of October 7, 1954; is that 
orrect ¢ 

Mr. Haywarp. I believe that is right. I don’t have it in front of 
me now, of course. 

Senator Me NRONEY. October 7, 1954. Are you familiar with the 
Willis order which required political clearance through the various 
Republican campaign organizations that was issued just about this 
-ame time ¢ 

Mr. Haywarp. 1 am familiar with a so-called Willis order which 
equired certain reporting. I don’t believe there was any clearance. 

Senator Monronry. Remember, you are under oath. 

Mir. TWaywarp. 1 do, 

Senator stonnoney. It required certain reporting to vou when the 

ibs were vacant: is that correct / 

Vir. Haywarp. That is correct. 

Senator Monroney. Throughout the civil-service structure of the 

ivil Aeronautics Administration ? 

Mir. Haywarp. That is correct. 

Senator Monronry. Now, what else was required under the Willis 
order ¢ 
Mr. Haywarp. We made a report which I believe is covered in that 
rder already, of the vacancies to the White House. 

Senator Monronry. The vacancies when they occurred were sup 
posed to be frozen, were they, for a while, until these clearances could 
be taken up with Mr. Willis at the White House’ 

Mr. Haywarp. Yes, there was some— 

Senator Monroney. You are familiar, a little bit more familiar 
with it than that. 

Mr. Haywarp. There is some difference in the time, though. [am 
not clear now what the order called for. I think it was probably 30 
days. But we never adhered to that. 

Senator Monroney. That is right; in other words, a regular civil- 
service promotion with CAA to any technical or skilled or adminis- 
trative Job of all civil-service personnel, if it became open, had to be 
frozen for 30 days; did it not ¢ 

Mr. Haywarp. Yes, but we did not freeze them for 30 days, sir. 

Senator Monronry. You mean you got faster action than that ? 
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Mr. Haywarp. Yes, we felt that 30 days was too long to hold any 
vacancy open because of the fact that the work might suffer and so 
forth, and we never adhered to any 30-day freeze. 

Senator Monroney. Now, we have before us a memorandum for 


special assistants, subject, Personnel Management Program, under 


date of October 7, 1954, mimeographed but purportedly signed by Mr. 
Charles F. Willis, Jr., Assistant to the Assistant. I imagine that is 
Assistant to the Assistant to the President; is that true / 

Mr. HAaywarp. I believe that is right. 

Senator Monronery. Reading as follows—I will read this into the 
record: 


Your attention is invited to the following changes effective immediately. 

1. Departments or agenices will hot report a job opportunity on a form PM—4 
or PM-—5 unless it represents a valid vacancy. 

2. A valid vacancy is a job opportunity in which immediate recruitment of an 
employee is actually desired by the agency. 

3. Each valid vacancy must be frozen—that is, placed under control and pre 
served as a vacancy for a period of at least 30 days from the date of dispatch by 
the agency (attention is invited to the change from a 20- to 30-day freeze) 

Nonadherence to this basic program rule has resulted in embarrassment to 
those persons who have gone to considerable trouble to locate and encourage a 
qualified candidate to seek Government employment only to find that the position 
had already been filled. Local sponsors of qualified candidates have been re- 
quested to speed up the handling of forms PM-4 and PM— so as to avoid delay 
in the process of selection by the agency. 

$4. A job opportunity that require a highly specialized skill in a scarce einplovee 

it's ry does not represent a reasonable opportunity for successful recruitment 
in the congressional district in which it is located. Such jobs will not be re- 
ported on either form PM-4 or PM—5. The interpretation of reasonable oppor 
tunity for successful recruitment will be made by each agency. The agency is 
best equipped to judge the type of personnel. It is extremely difficult to recruit 
locally for a field installation. 

In addition, you may at your discretion, for example, screen out (@) positions 
which must, in the opinion of the employing officer, be filled immediately in order 
to safeguard life, heaith, and property, including related maintenance and ware 
housing activities, to avoid gross waste of funds, to avoid serious operational 
problems, such as cancellation of important Government contracts: (6) person- 
nel hired on a temporary basis are not to exceed 3 months: (¢) persons employed 
on a temporary basis not to exceed 1 year and without a fixed duty location; (d) 
personnel hired under labor contract agreement. 

5. Attention is invited to the following reporting changes. Reference form 
PM-4: (a) Use a separate form PM—4 for each congressional district in which 
a vacancy is reported. (Indicate number of congressional district like this: 
“Chicago, Ill., Third C. D.”) alongside “Job location’; (6b) greater attention 
must be given to stating clearly, but concisely, the duties and responsibilities and 
qualification requirements for each position. These must be noted in sufficient 
detail to be intelligible to the layman. If not so expressed, the forms will be 
returned for revision and inappropriate referrals will be made. Either of these 
results involve waste motion and delay in filling vacancies. Reference form 
PM-5: (a) Use a separate form PM-—5 for each congressional district in which 
a vacancy is reported. Indicate the number of congressional district like this: 
“Chicago, Ill., Third C. D.” alongside “Job location’: (6) indicate in space im- 
mediately above date of dispatch the particular position, category which applies 
to job like this: “Schedule A, schedule B, excepted by statute, competitive.” 

You will remember that all Schedule C vacancies, regardless of grade, are 
reported on form PM-2. (c) Greater attention must be given to stating clearly 
but concisely the duties and responsibilities and qualification requirements of 
each position. These must be noted in sufficient detail to be intelligible to the 
layman. If not so expressed, the forms will be returned for revision or inappro- 
priate referrals will be made. Either of these results involves waste and delay 
in filling vacaney. Reference form PM-2: Indicate the number of congressional 
district alonside “Location of position.” 

6. The right and responsibility to name a fully qualified appointee remains 
in every case with the agency. This program neither suggests, encourages, nor 
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condones violation of this basic duty and responsibility. The primary objective 
of phases 1, 1-A, and 2, is to assist the agency to secure the best qualified persons 
for the position. This is done through locating and referring to the agency 
persons outside or elsewhere in the Federal service who have desirable qualifi- 
cations and necessary eligibility. Selection of the candidate is not mandatory. 
When referrals are made, an applicant so referred shall be considered for appoint- 
ment along with other available applicants and employees on the basis of their 
respective qualifications for the position and in accordance with applicable 
resignations and laws governing appointment and applicants recruited directly 
by the agency. 

7. Kach applicant referred by a local sponsor, if not fully qualified for a 
particular vacancy reported on form PM-—2, PM-4, PM-—5, should be given every 
consideration for any other vacancy for which he is qualified, eligible, and 
available, before any determination is made that no favorable action can be 
taken on his application. 

&. The successful accomplishment of phases 1, 1—A, and 2 can only be reached 
if each applicant referred by a local sponsor is treated with the utmost con 
sideration and is made to feel that the agency appreciates greatly the cooperation 
of local sponsors in referring qualified applications for consideration. 

9. Adding to the list of local sponsors. As a means of broudening the personnel 
rocurement base, party policy with respect to handling Federal job opportunities 
has been changed. In the future the Republican Nationai Committee will dis- 
tribute personnel recruitment forms PM-2, PM-4, and PM-—5 as follows: (a) 
to the Senator or Senators from the State in which the job is located, and 
(b) to the Republican Congressmen in whose district the job is located; or (¢c) to 
the Republican official of the State in which the job is located if there is no 
Republican Congressman in the district in which the job is located. In each 
case, the Republican Senator or Senators from the State in which the job is 
located will retain top recruitment priority. However, the Congressmen or 
Republican State officials have complete freedom of action to proceed imme- 
diately to locate and refer a qualified candidate in the absence of a specific 
otice of exercise of this recruitment priority from the Senator or Senators 

Senator Monroney (continuing). In substance, that is the mem- 
orandum you received ¢ 

Mr. Haywarp. That is correct. 

oe Monroney. And I believe you were listed in the list from 

» Washington Post, a highly reliable Washington ne wspaper under 
late of Sunday, November 7, 1954. Your picture is carried in this 
paper, and is a part of the article by Mr. Jerry Kluttz, staff reporter 
who specializes in civil service. 

It states: 

Only in Commerce is the Director of Personnel listed as the official who handles 
atronage. The Director here is Carlton Hayward, a veteran of civil service. 

I believe that is correct, that you were listed to be the contact man 
with Mr. Charles F. Willis, Jr., of the White House on this Willis order 
to make all civil-service jobs held for 30 days to see if there were any 
deserving Republicans who could fill them / 

Mr. Haywarp. I was designated to deal with Mr. Willis in leu of 
having a special assistant setup. 

Senator Monronry. So you dealt directly as the personnel man with 
Mr. Willis? 

Mr. Haywarp. That is right. 

Senator Monroney. Did the Willis order, since it was at the cor- 
responding time as your letter to clear all of these jobs in CAA through 
your office and promotions within the regular civil-service standards, 
did it have anything to do with your order ) 

Mr. Haywarp. It had nothing to do with the promotion angle of 
it. Itdid have to do with these forms that you read. 

We had to get a section in there handling the reporting activities. 
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Senator Monroney. This had to do with both appointments and 
promotions I thought ? 

Mr. Haywarp. Yes, that is right. 

Senator Monronry. I understood you to say it had nothing to do 
with promotions. 

Mr. Haywarp. It had nothing to do with appointments and promo- 
tions other than the providing of these forms. 

Senator Monronry. You would have direct relationships with Mr. 
Leonard Hall, the chairman of the Republican National Committee 
on these appointments / 

Mr. Haywarp. No. sir, I never have had, [T have never met the 
gentleman. 

Senator Monroney. The relationships then as far as you know 
merely went to Mr. Willis? 

Mr. Haywarp. That is right. 

Senator Monroney. And you don’t know with whom Mr. Willis 
cleared ? 

Mr. Haywarp. No. 

Senator Monronrey. Presumably he was to be the contact or laison 
man with someone I assume on this matter ? 

Mr. Haywarp. Well, I have no knowledge of that, Senator. 

Senator Monroney. But this order was put out by you to clear 
CAA jobs, promotions, and new appointments for 30 days—and you 
said in some cases they did not go the full 30 days. I think this order 
that I have just read into the record does say that in the case of great 
emergency they could go ahead and fill them as they have always been 
filled in the past with regular promotions without a political clearance, 
but your policy you stated earlier was to not require the 30 days and 
I got from your testimony that it was the general rule not to hold 
them for 30 days? 

Mr. Haywarp. That is right. 

Senator Monronry. You mean you violated the Willis order? 

Mr. Haywarp. If that is a violation, we violated it. We never 
really subscribed to it. We never said that we would comply with 
it completely and that was the understanding I had with Mr. Willis. 

Senator Monroney. That you did not have to hold them to 30 days, 
is that right ? 

Mr. Haywarp. That is correct. 

Senator Monroney. Do you have a sample of the form PM-4 and 
PM-5 ? 

Mr. Haywarp. I don’t have it with me but I can provide it now. 

Senator Monronrey. What does the PM stand for? 

Mr. Haywarp. That I don’t know. 

Senator Monronry. Was it a new form ? 

Mr. Haywarp. Yes. 

Senator Monroney. Who supplied it to you? Was it printed by 
Commerce or was it printed at the direction of the White House? 

Mr. Haywarp. Well, I could not answer accurate ly tothat. I don’t 
remember now. 

Senator Monroney. Anyway something new had been added to the 
personnel policies by two new ‘forms that were bei ing filled out? 

Mr. Haywarp. That is right. 

Senator Monroney. The “P” could not possibly stand for political 
and “M” for management, could it ? 
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Mr. Haywarp. It might but I would not say sv, I don’t know. 
Senator Monronry. The committee has these two PM-4’s and PM- 
5’s which are put out under your signature, reporting agency, Oflice 
of Personnel Management, Department of Commerce. I guess that 
is what PM stands for, “Personnel Management,” Department of 


Commerce. I would like to ask that these two forme be incorporated 
in the record. 


Do you want to see them ¢ 
Senator Scuorerret. No, no objection. 
(The documents are as follows :) 


UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 
Administrative Order No. 202-21 (amended) 


MANUAL OF OrpDERS, Part 2 


Date of issuance: October 7, 1954 
itfective date: October 7, 1954 


Subject: Coordination of position classification and personnel actions 


Section 1. Purpose: 

The purpose of this order is as follows: 

1. To provide effective coordination by the Secretary and his staff of personnel 
ictions involving key positions in the Department’s organization. This is es- 
sential to development of a smoothly functioning team of leaders under the 
Secretary’s general direction. 

2. To integrate individual personnel actions with the Department’s executive 
inventory and development program. This program is essential to building 
und maintaining a strong executive staff of the Department and to assure maxi- 
mum opportunity for qualified career employees. It involves intelligent advance 
planning of assignments, promotions, training, and related matters, not only 
for the immediate future but for several years into the future. Individual per- 
onnel actions must be kept in line with future personnel plans and requirements. 

3. To facilitate consideration and selection of the best-qualified persons avail- 
ible, not only within individual bureaus but outside the several bureaus and 
even, Where necessary, outside the Department, for vacancies which oceur in 
ie Department. This is a cardinal point in Civil Service 


Commission promotion 
policies, 
!. To protect and defend the merit system in personnel management 


, through 


establishing more orderly procedures and closer controls over the filling of posi 


tions outside the career civil service. 

5. To provide, as far as practicable and consistent with considerations of merit, 
pplicable laws and regulations, that vacancies be filled with persons who are in 
sympthy with the programs and policies of the President. 
ureas of Government work, an employee’s philosophy 
particular question of public policy is fully as important 
cations in determining whether the work on which he 
mt in accordance with the President's wishes. 


In many discretionary 
or point of view on a 
as his technical qualifi- 
is engaved is being carried 


ction 2. Scope: 


Except as otherwise authorized by this order or by the Office 
Management, this order applies to the following positions: 
1. All positions of a confidential or policy-determining nature which are ex 
cepted by statute or by Schedule C of the Civil Service Rules and Regulations. 
2. All positions in the departmental service as chief or assistant chief of a 
division, or equivalent in authority and responsibility, and above, involving 
activities for which there is a functiona! counterpart in the Office of the Secre- 
tary (e. g., budget, organization and methods, personnel, administrative coordi- 
nation, management review, accounting, security, information, publications, ad- 
ministrative operations, safety, planning and related activities). 
3. All positions as attorney, except positions as patent attorney, together with 
positions requiring professional legal training, in both departmental 


of Personnel 
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4, All positions in the departmental service as chief of a division, or equivalent 
in authority and responsibility, and above. 

5. All positions in the field service as chief or assistant chief of a principal 
organization unit or major establishment (e. g., Regional Administrator and 
Deputy Regional Administrator in CAA; Director and Deputy Director, Aero- 
nautical Center, CAA; Regional Supervisor and Assistant Regional Supervisor 
in CB: Coast Director and Executive Assistant to Coast Director in MA; Divi- 
sion Engineer and Principal Assistant in BPR; and Regional Director and prin- 
cipal assistant in WB). 

6. All positions in Grade GS-14, or equivalent, or above. 

7. All other positions excepted by statute, or by Schedule A or B of the civil 
service rules. 

8. All positions which may be filled under either a general or an individual 
recruiting authority by the appointment of persons without a competitive civil 
service status. 

9. Other positions specified by the Director of Personnel. 


Section 3. General restrictions: 

01 Position classification actions.—Position classification actions for each 
position listed in subsections 1 to 5, inclusive, of section 2 shall be cleared in ad- 
vance with the Office of Personnel Management. 

02 Personnel actions.- 

1. No action may be taken to fill a vacancy in any of the types of positions 
listed in section 2 of this order except in accordance with the procedure 
outlined below. 

2. Subsections 3.021 does not apply to the following types of personnel 

and positions: 

(1) Positions in the competitive civil service below GS-14, which are 
not included in subsections 2, 3, 4. 5, or 9, of section 2 of this order and 
to Which only persons having competitive civil service status or persons 
selected from civil service certificates may be appointed. 

(2) Positions filled by employees exercising statutory or regulatory 
rights to restoration to duty, to reemployment, or to other change of 
position or appointment status. (This does not include discretionary 
actions. ) 

(3) Positions moved with their incumbents to a different organiza- 
tional unit or geographic location. 

(4) Positions which are changed to a different series, class, or grade 
hy position classification action, without major change in duties and 
responsibilities, and to which the incumbents are immediately promoted, 
demoted or reassigned. 

(5) Positions which must, in the opinion of the employing officer, be 

filled immediately in order to safeguard life. health, or property, in 
cluding related maintenance and warehousing activities: to avoid gross 
waste of public funds; or to avoid extremely serious operational prob 
lems, such as cancellation of important Government contracts. In each 
case of this type the employing officer shall make an immediate memo 
randum report to the Office of Personnel Management, giving a specific 
justification for the action taken. 

(6) Commissioned officers of the Coast and Geodetic Survey. 

(7) Vessel employees. 

(8) Field personnel hired locally on a temporary basis for not to 
exceed eight months and without a fixed duty location. 

(9) Persons employed under temporary-emergency (30-day) appoint 
ments. 

(10) Employees without compensation. 

(11) Junior professional assistants, junior management assistants, 
student aides, student assistants, and other persons appointed under 
special training programs. 

(12) Personnel hired under labor contracts or agreements. 

(13) Positions for which authorized commitments have been made 
prior to the date of this order. 

(14) Vacancies for which a specific release is received from the Office 
of Personnel Management to fill from sources other than referrals ar- 
ranged or authorized by the Office of Personnel Management (e. g.. 
when the employing officer is notified that no applicant is to be referred 
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or that objections to a referral have been sustained and the Office of 
Personnel Management has advised that no other referral is to be 
made). 

(15) Other personnel or positions approved by the Office of Personne! 
Management. 

03 Commitments.—Prior to advance clearance and final administrative ap 
proval of any contemplated position, classification action, or personnel action. 
no commitment or statement of any kind may be made to any applicant, employee 
supervisor, or official which might prove embarrassing if the proposed action is 
not approved. 

Section 4. Procedure 

O1 Reporting of vacancies. 

1. Individual recruiting authority.—Whenever a vacancy occurs or is ex 
pected to occur in a position below Grade GS-14 or equivalent which may 
be filled by an individual recruiting authority which has been issued by the 
Civil Service Commission (CSC Form 308, Authority To Effect Temporary 
Appointments), the Commission will automatically forward a copy of the 
CSC Form 303 to the Office of Personnel Management. The Office of Per 
sonnel Management will verify the existence of the vacaney and request 
the primary organization unit personnel office concerned to immediately pre 
pare form PM—4 and forward five copies to the Office of Personnel Man 
agement. Concise statements of the duties and responsibilities and of the 
qualification requirements for the vacancy should be shown on the face side 
(and reverse, when necessary) of the Form PM +. 

2. General recruiting authority or authority for ereepted appointments 
Whenever a vacancy occurs or is expected to occur in a position below Grade 
GS-14 or equivalent which may be filled under a general recruiting author 
ity issued by the Civil Service Commission (i. e., a recruiting authority 
list or equivalent general authorization), or under schedules A, B, on 
statutory authority to make excepted appointments, the personnel office 
concerned shall report the vacancy to the Office of Personnel Management 
at the earliest practicable date on form PM-—5 (a copy of which is attached) 
including concise statements of the “duties and responsibilities” and “quali 
fication requirements” for the vacancy on the face side (and reverse, when 
necessary) of the form PM-—5. Five copies of this form are to be submitted 
to the Office of Personnel Management. 

3. Other controlled vacancies.—Whenever a vacancy occurs or is expected 
to occur in a position in schedule C or in any position at grade GS-14 
equivalent, and above, regardless of appointing authority and related re 
quirements, the personnel office concerned shall report the vacancy to the 
Office of Personnel Management on form PM-2 (a copy of which is at 
tached). Five copies of this form are to be submitted. 

4. Recommendation of candidate by primary organization unit.—Wher 
Vacanies occur and are reported on forms PM-—2, PM—4, or PM—5 and the 
primary organization unit concerned desires to recommend that a well 
qualified individual candidate be considered for the position, the person 
nel office concerned will submit such recommendations to the Office of Per 
sonnel Management on form PM—2A, a copy of which is attached, along 
with the forms PM-2, PM, or PH—5 or at such time as a candidate is 
found during the period the vacancy is under control. Five copies of the 
form PM-2A will be forwarded. 

». Career vacancies for career employees.—Career vacancies shall be 
filled in accordance with all laws and regulations relating to the career civil 
service, including reemployment priority lists and related requirements, 
and shall be filled, as far as practicable, with career employees. 

02 Referral of applicants.—On receipt of a vacancy report, or copy of an 
ndividual recruiting authority, applicants or applications will be referred hy 
he Office of Personnel Management as fast as practicable to the primary or 
sanization unit personnel office concerned for consideration by means of the 
PM-—R in quadruplicate. When such referrals are made, the applicants so re 
ferred shall be considered for appointment along with other available applicants 
on the basis of their qualifications for the position and in accordance with ap 
plicable laws and regulations governing the appointment of applicants recruited 
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directly by this Department. The interested personnel office will indicate on 
the lower portion of the form PM-R the action taken and if applicant is se- 
lected, the date or tentative date of appointment will be indicated. 

03 Selections.—Except as otherwise authorized by this order or by the Office 
of Personnel Management, no action may be taken to fill a position subject to 
this order, other than by selection of an applicant referred for consideration 
under the terms of this circular, until receipt of clearance to fill the position 
from the Office of Personnel Management. Normally, if there are insufficient 
qualified applicants available, this clearance will be granted in about 3 weeks 
from the date of receipt by the Office of Personnel Management of the vacancy 
report. 

04 Regular administrative approvals.—After a selection is made, the primary 
organization unit concerned may proceed to effect the personnel action in ac- 
cordance with all applicable laws, regulations, policies, and procedures. Prior 
udministrative clearance of the action with the Office of Personnel Management 
is required for actions to fill positions covered by subsections 1 to 6, inclusive, 
of section 2 of this order. The primary organization unit concerned will re- 
main fully responsible for the technical correctness and propriety of all actions 
taken under delegated authority. 

05 Reports.— 

1. Vacancies reported on forms PM-2, PM~—4, or PM-5, and filled by ap- 
proved applicants proposed by the interested personnel offi e on the form 
PM-2A, or by special authority from Office of Personnel Management to 
recruit direct from local sponsors during the period position is under con- 
trol, or filled by recruitment action of the personnel office, after the position 
is decontrolled, will be reported to the Office of Personnel Management by 
means of the form PM-—2N in quintuplicate. Any controlled vacancy filled by 
an applicant referred by form PM-—R and reported as required by section 4.02 
rec uires no further report. 

2. Canceling vacancies.—Controlled vacancies may be canceled only for 
cogent reasons. A request for such action should be forwarded to Office of 
Personnel Management on one copy of form PM-—2X, stating the reasons for 
the requested action. Decontrolled vacancies nay be canceled at the disere- 
tion of the primary unit and reported to Office of Personnel Management on 
one copy of the PM-2X. 

Section 5. Supplementary instructions 

The Office of Personnel Management will issue such additional instructions as 
may be necessary to define and carry out the purpose of this order and to modify 
procedural details as operating conditions may justify. 

Section 6. Interpretations and exceptions 

01 Questions relating to the interpretation of this order should be referred to 
the Office of Personnel Management for clarification or decision. 

02 Within the limits of administrative discretion permitted to the Depart 
ment, exceptions to the provisions of this order may be granted from time to time 
in unusual cases by the Office of Personnel Management whenever the facts 
indicate that such an exception would promote the efficiency of the service. Each 
request for such an exception shall be submitted in writing and shall contain a 
full statement of the justification for the request. 


Section 7. Effect on other orders 

01 Administrative Order No, 202-21, dated August 11, 1954, is hereby super 
seded. 

02 Any other orders or parts of orders, the provisions of which are incon- 
sistent or in conflict with the provisions of this order, are hereby amended or 
superseded accordingly. 

JOHN F. LUKENS, 
Acting Director of Personnel. 

Approved : 

JAMES C. WortrHy, 
Assistant Secretary for Administration. 
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Form PM-—4 
Bureau No. : — 


PERSONNEL MANAGEMEN| CONTROLLED POSITION VACANCY REPORT 


INDIVIDUAL RECRUITING AUTHORITY ADVICE 


Reporting Agency: Office of Personnel Management, Date: .. Sit ct 
Department of Commerce, 
Washington 25, D. C. Agency No. Comm- 


Following is information concerning a vacancy to be filled under a CSC 
Individual Recruiting Authority, CSC Form 308. Two copies of the applica- 
tion (SF-57) of each qualified candidate should be sent by fastest mail direct 
to the above-named reporting agency. 


Position Category: Civil service authority, 2.114 (b) ~________- or 2.115 (b) 
| 
| Number Final date Approximate Location of 
Position title, grade and salary Bureau fvacan-| Sex for use of duration vacam 
| cies this author of employ- city and 
ity ment State 
| 
| 


Duties and responsibilities : 

Qualification requirements (each applicant must meet these requirements) : 
CARLTON HAYWARD, 
Director of Personnel. 


Form PM-5 
Bureau No 


PERSONNEL MANAGEMENT-—CONTROLLED POSITION VACANCY REPORT 


GENERAL RECRUITING AUTIIORITY ADVICE AND EXCEPTED APPOINTMENT AUTHORITY 
ADVICE 


Date: 
Agency No.: Comm- 
Reporting agency: Office of Personnel Management 
Department of Commerce 
Washington 25, D. C 
Following is information Concerning a vacaney to be filed under a CSC General 
Recruiting Authority or Excepted Appointment Authority. Two copies of the 
plication (SF-57) of each qualified candidate should be sent by fastest mail 
} to the above-numed reporting agen ¥. 


Position category: Competitive 2.115 (b) 2485 (b) . Ex- 
pied by schedule A Beas Nxeepted by Statute 
| Number | Approximate | Location of 
Position tith Grade and Bureau of va Sex luration vacan 
salary ecancies of employ- y and 
ment “tate 


Duties and responsibilities : 
Qualification requirements (each applicant must meet these requirements) : 


CARLTON HAYWARD, 
Director of Personnel. 
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Form PM-2 
Bureau No. : — 


PERSONNEL MANAGEMENT—CONTROLLED POSITION VACANCY REPOR 


Agency No.: Comm 
Reporting agency : 
Oftice of Personnel Management 
[+ partment of Commerce 
Washington 25, D. C. 


Following is information concerning a position to be filled in this Department. 
Assistance is requested in the referral of a qualified candidate direct to the above- 
named office for consideration. Two copies of the application (SF-57) of each 
qualified candidate should be sent by fastest mail direct to the above-named 
reporting agency. 


Position category: Excepted by schedule A ____ B oa Excepted by 
statute nmin, ompetitive [ca 
Job title: i roe . Grade: . Loeation of position 


(city and State). 
Duties and responsibilities : 
Qualification requirements (each applicant must meet these requirements) : 
CARLTON HAYWARD, 
Director of Personnel. 


Form PM-2A 
Bureau No.: — 


PERSONNEL MANAGEMENT—CONTROLLED POSITION APPLICANT REPORT 


Sete? Se — 
Original Agency Request 
No. : Comm-— 


Office of Personnel Management 
Department of Commerce 
Washington 25, D. C. 


In connection with the “controlled position” vacancy described in the above- 
mentioned original agency request, the following person is suggested for consider- 
ation : 

Name: 
\ddress: 
Current or former legal (voting) residence (street, city, State): 
Congressional district: 
Veteran preference: 
Competitive civil-service status: 
Previous employer, position, grade and/or salary: 
Position considered for: 
Remarks : 
CARLTON HAYWARD, 
Director of Personnel. 
Copy of SF-57 attached. 


DEPARTMENYT OF COMMERCE 


OFFICE OF PERSONNEL MANAGEMENT 


Washington 25, D. C. 
Date: 


To: 
Bureau: 
Address : 


The attached application is referred to you in accordance with Administrative 
Order 202-21 (amended). 


Daag ert 


Applicant : Telephone: 
Address : Veteran preference : £ 
Referred for: CS status: 5 


Remarks: 


Office of Personnel Management. 
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REPORT OF ACTION TAKEN 
NIN ea reccens we, 

- By: 
_] Interviewed on: 
“] Appointed: ~_-__-. Position ______. Grade’... _.. Salary... _. E. O. D. 
_| Not appointed (check reason) : 

(] Position filled by another referred applicant 

Name: 
_)} Failed to reply to inquiry as to availability. 
{_] Did not accept position offered. Reason: 


(| Other—not qualified, etc. (specify) : 


Personnel Officer. 


(RETURN 2 COMPLETED COPIES OF FORM PM—R TO OFFICE OF PERSONNEL MANAGEMENT) 


Form PM-2X ; 
Bureau No: 


PERSONNEL MANAGEMENT—CONTROLLED POSITION FILLED REPORT 


Date: ee A eek 
Orig. Agency Request 
No: Comm- 
Location of Position : 
Reporting agency : 
Office of Personnel Management 
Department of Commerce 
Washington 25, D. C. 
The “controlled position” vacancy as: 
described in the original agency request cited above has been filled as indicated 
below : 
Name: Veteran: 
\ddress: Status: 
Legal (voting) residence: 
Congressional district : 
fitle of last position held: 
iimplover : 
ist grade or salary: 
Number of candidates interviewed for this position : 
redit for appointment : 
Remarks: 
CARLTON Haywarp, 
Director of Personnel. 


UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 
Administrative Order No. 202-21 (Amended), Amendment No. 1 
MANUAL OF ORDERS, PART 2 


bate of issuance: January 24, 1955 
effective date: January 24, 1955 
Subject: Coordination of position Classification and personnel actions 
Section 4.011 of Administrative Order No. 202-21 (amended), dated October 7, 
1954, provides a procedure for reporting vacancies which may be filled under an 
idividual recruiting authority (CSC Form 3803) issued by the Civil Service 
Commission or by a Board of Civil Service Examiners, 
Che Civil Service Commission has advised agencies that after December 31, 
1954, a copy of CSC Form 3038 will no longer be forwarded to agencies’ head- 
quarters, 
f In order to reflect this change in procedure, section 4.011 is hereby revised to 
E read as follows: 
“1. Individual recruiting authority —Whenever a vacancy occurs or is ex- 
pected to occur in a position below grade GS-14 or equivalent which may be 
filled under an individual recruiting authority which has been issued to an 
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appointing officer by the Civil Service Commission or by a Board of Civil 
Service Examiners (CSC form 303, “authority to effect temporary ap- 
pointments”), the appointing officer, promptly upon receipt of CSC form 
303, will determine that the vacancy is valid and is provided for in current 
fiscal plans, and will report the vacancy on form PM-4. Five copies of form 
PM-—4 will be forwarded through normal channels to the Office of Personnel 
Management. Concise statements of the ‘duties and responsibilities’ and of 
the ‘qualification requirements’ for the vacancy should be shown on the face 
side (and reverse, When necessary) of form PM—4.” 

In addition, for greater flexibility in administration, sections 3. 022 (8) and (9) 
are hereby revised to read as follows: 

*(S) Personnel hired on a temporary basis for not to exceed 1 year 
and without a fixed duty location. 

“(9) Persons employed on a temporary basis for not to exceed 3 
months.” 

Bureau personnel officers shall establish such procedures as may be necessary} 
to insure complete and prompt reporting of vacancies on appropriate forms, sub- 
ject to Administrative Order No. 202-21 (amended). 

CARLTON HAYWARD, 
Director of Personnel. 

Approved : 

JAMES C, WortTuHY, 
Assistant Secretary for Administration 

Senator Monronry. How many of these PM 4’s and PM _5’s did you 
receive during the existence of the Willis order / 

Mr. Haywarp. I have not any idea, sir. 

Senator Monroney. Quite a number ? 

Mr. Haywarp. Quite a number. 

Senator Monronry. And these dealt with all phases J presume of 
civil aeronautics. IL am only interested in the civil aeronautics 
phase because that is the only subject we have proper Jurisdiction to 
study and investigate in the course of this hearing. This I think is 
rather vital to the bill under consideration which I introduced last 
week to divorce CAA from the overall umbrella of commerce. 

Mr. Haywarp. [Tf this is contined to CAA then I would not say we 
received very meuy forms covering CAA positions. 

Senator Monronery. You just don’t know how many political clear- 
unees were obtained / 

Mr. Haywanp. I don’t know that any of them were political clear- 
ances, sir. 

Senator Monronery. No, sir, I don't either. I apologize for men 
tioning it but certain thines in the order seem to be a little of that 
nature. I see here the White House, and Assistant to the President. 
Now, who would that be, Sherman Adams? This is signed by the 
Assistant to the Assistant. Under date of October 11, 1954, the White 
House, entitled “Assistant to the President, Washington, to Repub 
lican Congressmen and Republican officials. Subject, personne! pro- 
curement procedure.” 

No. 1, as a means of broadening the personnel procurement base with respect 
to handling Federal job opportunities in the future, the Republican National 
Committee will distribute personnel recruitment, forms PM 2, PM 4, and PM 5, 
as follows: 

(1) to Republican Senior Senators from the State in which the job is located 
or b (b), to the Republican Congressmen in whose district the job is located, or 
(c) to the Republican official of the State in which the job is located if there 
is no Republican Congressman in the district in which the job is located. 

Paragraph 2. In each case the Republican Senator or Senators from the State 
in which the job is located will retain top recruitment priority. However, the 
Congressman or Representative Republican State official has complete freedom 














STUDY OF CIVIL AERONAUTICS ADMINISTRATION 115 


of, to proceed immediately to locate and to refer a qualified candidate in the 
absence of specific notice of exercise of recruitment. 

Priority from the Senator or Senators. 

(3) From time to time you will receive from the Republican National Com- 
mittee notice of job opportunities in one of three ways: 

(a2) Recruitment forms PM 4, covering positions in the executive service for 
which a specific form 303 authority has been issued to a single agency to recruit 
directly. 

Civil service status is not a requirement but the civil service laws, rules, 
and regulations, and the Veterans’ Preference Acts must be adhered to as they 
upply to such recruiting and resulting appointment. 

Persons to be appointed under a 803 authority must meet the Commission’s 
established minimum qualifications for the position. 

These authorities have a civil service time limit as indicated in space headed 
“Final date for use of this authority.” 

(b) Recruitment forms PM 5 cover positions in the competitive civil service 
as well as those exempt from civil service laws, rules, and regulations. 

The position category is indicated by the agency in the space immediately 
above “Date of dispatch.” 

When word “competitive” appears in this space the rules and procedures out- 
lined above for a form PM—4, 303 position apply. Caution, speed in handling 
all forms of—in handling all forms PM—4 and those forms PM-5 marked ‘‘com- 
petitive” is absolutely essential to the suecess of this program. 

Delay in filling vacancies may make it necessary for thé agency to cancel the 
vacancy or make other arrangements concerning the work in order to avoid in- 
efficiency in operations. 

Moreover positions of any kind or level in the competitive service can be filled 
with persons who do not have Civil Service status only when qualified persons 
with Civil Service eligibility or status are not available on Civil Service registers. 

Positions outside the Civil Service : 

When a position exempt from Civil Service is reported on recruitment form 
PM it will be indentified by one of the following three categories in the space 
inmediately above ‘‘Date of dispatch.” 

(1) Schedule A-2, schedule B, or 3, paren, exempted by statute. 

Although these positions are exempted from the application of civil service 

iws they are subject to Veterans’ Preference Act, subject to certain requirements 
relating to Veterans’ Preference and head of the department or agency has com- 

ete freedom in filling them with persons having the required qualifications for 
the job. 

(c) Recruitment forms PM-—2 cover all positions in schedule C regardless 
of grade and all other key positions in grading S-14 or equavient or above. 

The category in which the position falls is also shown in the space provided 
as well as all other information necessary to help the local sponsor locate and 

neourage a qualified candidate to seek Government employment for a high-level 
key position. 

(d) Refer all form V—54 green, the first batch of recruitment forms you re 

eive directly from the Repuglican National Committee will be accompanied 

a supply of green referral forms. Further copies of form B-54 will be re 
produced locally. 

(e) Final report.—You will receive a copy of form PM in C-1 covering posi- 
tions reported to you on forms PM-—4 and PM-5 or form PM-2 covering positions 
reported to you on forms PM-2 through the Republican National Committee as 
the result of final action on the part of the agency with respect to your candidate. 

t. What you do and when: 

(a) When qualified candidate for a position vacant and situation reported 
to you on a recruitment form PM-2, PM-4, or PM-5 is located he should be told 
that he will be given careful consideration for the appointment. Obtain from 
the employee two copies completely filled out of application for Federal employ- 
ment standard form 57. 

To avoid possible embarrassment it is again emphasized that a qualified candi- 
date should only be told that he will receive every consideration for appointment 
but that he should not consider that he has a firm commitment as to the appoint- 
ment until his papers have been examined and cleared and all required Federal 
employment procedures complied with by the agency. 

(b) Prepare in detail two copies of Form V—54. Send one via air mail to the 
headquarters of the department or agency in Washington, D. C., for the purpose 
of identifying the two copies of Standard Form 57 attached to it. 


‘ 
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The second form of Form V-54 is to be sent via air mail to the Republican 
National Committee in Washington, D. C. 

Caution: Under no circumstances will candidates be referred to the local 
office of the agency. But if the local sponsor desires further information as to 
the qualifications or other requirements for the position he may contact the 
local office of the agency for such information. 

5. The right and the responsibility to name a fully qualified appointee remains 
in every case with the agency. However, you may be assured that if an appli- 
cant is not fully qualified for the vacancy you are seeking to fill he will be given 
every consideration by the agency for any other vacancy for which he is qualified, 
he will be eligible, or available. Each applicant referred by a local sponsor 
will be treated with the utmost consideration. He will be made to feel that the 
igency appreciates the cooperation of local sponsors in referring qualified appli- 
cants for consideration. 

6. Attached for your information and guidance is a sample copy of Forms 
PM-2, PM—2X, PM-4, PM-5, V—54, and PM-—NC-1 (revised), referred to above as 
the program flow chart. 

CHARLES F. WILL, Jr., 
Assistant to the Assistant. 


Senator Monronty (continuing). Now, where he refers to the 
agency, in the case of Civil Aeronautics, CAA did not have one thing 
that they could do about it. The agency in this case of these deserving 

“andidates who were sought out to ewe them to enter Govern- 
ment service were cleared through you and not with CAA: isn’t that 
correct ¢ 

Mr. Haywarp. There was not any clearance that I know of. The 
paper that came over from the White ae or the applications that 
might have come directly from the field or from the individuals came 
into us and were referred to the agencies or bureaus, such as CAA, 
if there was a vacancy and situation for which it appeared he was 
qualified. 

But in no instance was there any interference with the employing 
officers selection of who he wanted. 

Senator Monroney. But you were the employing officer over CAA; 
were you not! 

Mr. Haywarp. No, sir. 

Senator Monroney. Weil, just describe to us briefly how after all 
of these various PM-—2’s and PM-4’s, and V-54’s, and PM-NC-1’s and 
things after they got circulated around, and this man, who was found 
so necessary to Government employment, that he ¢ ‘ould be pushed in 
ahead of others. Perhaps those already in the organization of CAA 
holding Civil Service and seeking promotion; just what route would 
they take then / 

Mr. Haywarp. Well, I don’t know of any particular case where any- 
body from the outside was pushed in ahead of a career man. We did 
receive papers from a number of sources from both parties, sources in 
both parties and we have always channeled those papers down to the 
man who was going to fill the position, the employing officer, and in 
the case of CAA we would send it over to the Assistant for Administra- 
tion, generally. Tle, I suppose, would channel it to the employing 
officer. 

Senator Monroney. But then he was required to report back to you 
if the man who had been so successfully recruited and found so valu- 
able to Government service by the Republican county chairman- 

Mr. Haywarp. Simply he reported back whether any of the indi- 
viduals we referred were selected or not. 
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Senator Monronry. I see, and it was just immaterial to you and 
to Mr. Willis and others whether they were or not? 

Mr. Haywarp. I can’t speak for Mr. Willis. I can speak for myself 
and that is that we did not interfere with the selection of the employing 
officer. 

Senator Monronry. You just did not care? 

Mr. Haywarp. Yes, I had plenty of care. 

Senator Monronry. It was some concern if the agency did not 
accept a certain number of these very valuable men that had been 
recommended by the Republic an county chairmen ? 

Mr. Haywarp. Mr. Chairman, I was only interested in seeing that 
what I thought was the best qualified people were put in the positions 
and in the majority of those cases I was not the man to judge that. 
The employing officer was the person to judge that. 

Senator Monronry. You are not so naive as to think this whole 
thing was set up by Mr. Willis in the White House to assist Democrats 
to come in under this new transmission belt 

Mr. Haywarp. No, I don’t believe that, but on the other hand, what 
I am saying is that I adhered completely to the laws of the country 
and the regulations of the United States Civil Service Commission 
in connection with the appointment and promotion of career servants. 

Senator Monroney. But there is nothing in the career service that 
talks about clearance of technical civil-service jobs with special PM 
forms and political endorsements, does it ? 

[ thought the civil-service laws, and I serve on the Civil Service 
and Post Office Committee, were designed to provide within the classi- 
tied competitive service employment and promotion on merit and that 
the degree of merit does not spell out that 1t includes the political party 
to which the applicant or the man seeking promotion belongs. 

Now am I in error in this assumption or have we changed through 
i\dministrative order of Mr. Willis the concept of civil service ? 

Mr. Haywarp. If vou are assuming that I sought or tried to get 
political clearance you are in error, yes, sir: I have not sought. nor 
have [—— 

Senator Monnow y. You did not seek it but vou got it, didn’t you? 

Mr. Haywarp. No, sir; I have never asked for any political clear- 
ance on anybody in the career service. 

Senator Monronry. Well, were these all dumped in the wastebasket, 
these forms we have been discussing, PM-3, PM—+. and PM-3-305, 

nd V-54 and PM-NC-1, revised ¢ 

Were those just so much paper work ¢ 

ey Haywarp. They are not requests for political clearance nor 

e they forms which give political clearance. 

‘Se nator Monronry. Now let’s not be so naive about this, Mr. Hay 
ward. Did these forms that you distributed and they are over your 
signature—to whom did they go? 

Mr. Haywarpv. They went to the various bureaus. But that is a 
form for reporting vacancies. 

You talk about me not being so naive. I don’t think I am so naive. 
Certainly I have some idea what the purpose was. It was to find the 
number of vacancies we have. 

Senator Monroney. To be filled by whom ? 

Mr. Haywarp. So that the Republicans in this case I assume could 
produce qualified candidates. They mentioned qualified candidates. 
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Senator Monrxoney. But one of the qualifications seems to be that 
they were members of the Republican Party and endorsed by the 
county chairman. This all gets involved in our responsibility con- 
cerning the man in the control tower on a day like this over a highly 
congested airport. We want to know whether he is qualified to bring 
an airpl: ine in or qualified to bring a precinct in. I think it is quite 
important in this whole « onsideration. I can’t treat it lightly. 

Mr. Haywarp. I don’t believe that the Civil Aeronautics Admin- 
istration would employ anybody that is not qualified to handle a 
position in the control tower. 

Senator Monronety. Perhaps not. But this is a means of opening 
up for political consideration, was it not, jobs both in the classified 
und competitive civil service where promotions were involved and 
where no positions were becoming open on the basis of these new re- 
cruitment forms / 

Mr. Haywarp. It certainly was a means of getting additional can- 
didates for vacancies as they came up, but I would like to point out 
again that in forwarding any prospective candidate’s applications, 
along with them went papers from any other party that we might have 
had in our files that we considered qualified also, and that has been 
true mn every case, 

Senator Monronery. But these were not covered by the various 
forms. Now I may be wrong on these forms, but going back to Mr. 
Willis’ letter, to Republican Congressmen and Republican officials 
and procurement procedure, it says, 

(1) at the start, as a means of broadening the personnel procurement base 
with respect to handling Federal job opportunities, in the future the Republican 
National Comiittee district personnel recruitment forms PM-2, PM—, and 
PM-5, 
and you said a minute ago under oath that that was just distributed 
to the agency. 

Now unless the Republican National Committee has become an 
agency of Government, then this letter of Mr. Willis is not wrong. 

Mr. Haywarp. I have no knowledge of what Mr. Willis said to the 
Republican country chairman. 

Senator Monronry. I have just read it to you from the White 
House stationery under date of March 11. 

Mr. Haywarp. It still had nothing to do with my operations, sir. 

Senator Monroney. You came from the field, you said, I think, in 
1953, as Personnel Director of the Department of Commerce? 

Mr. Haywarp. That is right. 

Senator Monroney. Would you care to state what endorsement 
you had for the position you now hold ? 

Mr. Haywarp. I had none that I know of. I did not want it. 

Senator Monronry. You had absolutely none? 

Mr. Haywarp. No, sir. 

Senator Monronry. You were selected because of your civil-service 
status and no one required you to fill in a PM-2, PM-4, or PM-5, for 
you to obtain the job to operate this civil-service section of the Depart- 
ment of Commerce and all of its related agencies? 

Mr. Haywarp. To my knowledge I had no endorsements and no 
forms. 

Senator Monronrey. Why didn’t you ask for them ¢ 

Mr. Haywarp. Why didn’t I ask for what ? 
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Senator Monroney. For political endorsements? 

Mr. Haywarp. Well, I did not think that I needed any and in the 
first place I was not particularly anxious to assume the Director of 
Personnel’s position again. 

Senator Monroney. W ell, if you did not think you needed them to 
be Director of this whole setup then didn’t it seem a little bit strange 
to you that for even an ordinary promotion between two members of 
the competitive civil-service system working together that that pro- 
motion was going to be frozen for 30 days while you waited the 
shower of forms from Republican county chairmen so that the agency 
involved would be able to pick with all the wisdom and help from 
the Republican county chairman and the Republican National Com 
inittee who was to get that promotion. 

You have been in civil service a long time and you state you did not 
think you needed political clearance to take the top job in Personnel 

n Commerce. Here you are asking that in this policy which you were 
charged with as being the man most directly involved in the Depart 

ient of Commerce and, I believe, the only personnel director that 
vas listed to handle patronage ? 

Mi. Haywarp. I am sorry I disagree with you, Mr. Chairman. 1] 
don’t think that we required any political clearance at all on any of 
these career positions. 

Senator Monroney. Then all of this paperwork was just to lood 

ink the Republican county chairman ? 

Mr. Haywarp. I don’t know what the purpose Was. 

Senator Monronry. If it was not to influence the promotion of civil 
-ervants or the employment of new ones, if it was to go on the regular 

vil-service merit system with merit only considered then why and 

of what value if any at all, did all of this paperwork that the Republi 
an National Committee and the Republican National Chairman were 
doing have to do with it? 

Mr. Haywarp. I think probably the idea behind it was that there 
ire quite a few positions in the civil service that cannot be filled 
from civil-service registers and from promotion from within and 
they were looking toward getting the vacancies of that type and I 
think that is emphasized when they speak of this so-called civil 
service Form 303 which is a certain certification where the position 
cannot be filled through the regular channels. 

Senator Monronry. Yes, but I think there are many thousand per- 
sonnel in CAA, do you have that figure ? 

Mr. Haywarp. I think it is around 12. 

Senator Monroney. I seem to remember it is between 12,000 and 
15,000 in CAA. They all are in civil service excepting the Admin- 
strator; is that not correct ? 

Mr. Haywarp. I think the Administrator and the Deputy. 

Senator Monronry. Well, we have a new Deputy. 

Mr. Haywarp. The majority of them are under civil-service, not all 
of them. There are a number of schedule A positions. 

Senator Monroney. You mean out of 12,000 to 15,000 people in 
(AA in various promotions and vacancies coming up and people with 
civil service there working with careers under the merit system, that 
it was necessary to have this added recruitment to fill these jobs ¢ 
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Mr. Haywarp. I did not say it was necessary, sir. I said I thought 
that the idea behind it was so that the Republicans could probably 
get some of those vacancies filled with candidates for which suitable 
candidates could not be found from within or on civil-service registers. 

Senator Monroney. Are you sure that they could not be found 
from within or that they could be filled from without ? 

Which is the more concise and proper statement ? 

Mr. Haywarp. Repeat that, sir. 

Senator Monroney. You say they could not be filled from within 
and [ presume we are talking about the 12,000 to 15,000 people avail- 
able now with civil-service status? 

Mr. Haywarp. Right. 

Senator Monronry. As an oldtime civil-service employee you know 
it has been customary wherever possible to promote from within and 
you have reached the top in your capacity through these regular 
civil-service appointments. 

I assume there was no political consideration in your appointment 
at any phase in your work with Commerce: is that right ? 

Mr. 1 aywarp. That is right. 

Senator eens: Now suddenly we & to all of the expense of 
printing PM-2’s, PM-4’s, and PM-55’s, but you say, “Well, you 
did not think it h: nd any bearing really on the selection by the employ- 
ing agency” ? 

Mr. Haywarp. I do not beheve it aay any bearing at all on the 
employing by the employing officer. I be ‘lieve he selected the one 
he felt best qualified. 

Senator Monroney. If he did not select someone recommended he 
reported it to you; is that right? 

Mr. Haywarp. He simply reported whether or not he selected any 
of the people for whom we sent the paper. 

Now if he did not select them he sent the paper back so that it 
could be used somewhere else. 

Senator Monroney. Then you would circulate that to some other 
agency ¢ 

Mr. Haywarp. If a vacancy came up somewhere in the Department 
for which this particular individual might qualify we would prob- 
ably send the paper there also to be considered along with others. 

Senator Monronry. I see. So if the first agency did not take this 
deserving candidate who was properly endorsed and sent it back, did 
they give any reason why or were they required to say why they did 
not take him? 

Mr. Haywarp. No, not generally. Maybe in a few cases they did 
say they did not feel he was as well qualified as someone else, but 1 
think we should not tie this down to individuals but to positions. 

If this paper on this particular individual came back from a bureau 
we did not necessarily try to find a position for that individual in some 
other : agency. 

Senator Monroney. But the position, bear in mind, had been frozen 
for 30 days or as you say you managed to shrink that time a bit so that 
it was not held that long / 


Mr. Haywarp. As vacancies were reported we simply pulled paper 


applic ations of people that looked as if they were qualified for that 
position and referred them to the agency. 
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Senator Monronry. But under the former operation before your 
order of 1953 the jobs were not frozen, they were filled with promotion 
without consultation with you or the previous personnel man by the 
agency ¢ 

Mr. Haywarp. No: I believe there were some 

Senator Monroney. I think you said the top policy jobs, top side 
maybe, that would be how many in number in an ordinary agency / 

Mr. Haywarp. Well, I would not want to hazard a guess. It is too 
different in different bureaus. 

Senator Monroney. However, this order of yours went clear 
through the whole structure of the Department of Commerce down to 
and including the clerk typist, did it not 4 

Mr. Haywarp. No, sir; it did not go down that far. 

Senator Monroney. They were not interested in those jobs / 

Mr. Haywarp. I think that that order covered grade 14 and above 

Senator Monroney. It has been stated it covered only grade 14 and 
above, but I believe the various reports that were printed and never 
contradicted on figures I showed that it went on down through. Did 
they report anything to you as being open and frozen under the 
(7. S.14¢ 

Mr. Haywarp. Oh, yes. 

Senator Monronry. How low did they go? 

Mr. Haywarp. They are reporting positions today. We have plenty 
of positions we can’t fill. 

Senator MoNRONE y. But they reported to you how low? You said 
it was only G. S. 14, but now during this period that the Willis order 
was in effect how far down the line in civil service ? 

Mr. Haywarp. Well, I think the only ones that were reported under 
i4, and I am telling you this from memory now, is those positions 
that were very hard to fill, like electronics engineers, and things of 
that kind that were lower. 

Senator Monronery. How about the administrative assistants and 
the clerk typists and the various jobs of that kind ? 

Mr. Haywarp. No: they have not been reported to my knowledge. 

Senator Monroney. They never were reported, you say ? 

Mr. Haywarp. They—I would not say they never were. T only 
peak from the time I was there. 

Senator Monronry. Did you have any recommendations for _ 

ype of employment? It is rather strange that, since the Republica 
ounty chairmen were invited to send in qualified people, that you rs ict 
Lot have a few typists, stenographers, or file clerks that would be 

vallable for service ? 

Mr. Haywarp. When you get down to typists and stenographer 
there has been a shortage of those right along. You don’t oe to 
report those. They will take almost everyone you can get who 
qualified. 

Senator Monronery, But there were jobs below 14 that were reported 


to you and for which you sent out some of these properly executed 
recruitment orders, were there not 7 


is 


Mr. Haywarp. Certainly, there were clerk typists and stenographers 
reported, because they could not fill them. Tam sure ordinary clerical 
jobs were not, because they were easy to fill. 

Senator Monronry. But you can’t tell us how far down the line 
you went on this phrasing of jobs? 
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Mr. Hayrwarp. Grade 14. 

Senator Monronry. You did not phrase any jobs below grade 14? 

Mr. Haywarp. Not tomy knowledge. 

Senator Monronry. And the agencies were not expected or asked 
to do that; is that right ¢ 

Mr. Haywarp. I can only tell you from the time I have been there. 

Senator Monroney. What does grade 14 pay ? 

Mr. Haywanp. [ think that is now around $10,000, somewhere 
around there now. 

Senator Monronery. So nothing under $10,000 was deemed to be a 
good plum to be covered with this order ? 

Mr. Haywarp. I can’t answer that. I don’t know anything about 
that. 

Senator Monronry. Now, Mr. Hayward, on these promotions, sup- 
posing the administrator in choosing between 2 men, 1 with endorse- 
ments and 1 without endorsements—would there be any contact what- 
soever with your office where he chose someone without endorsements ? 

Mr. Haywarp. If there was a difference of opinion as to qualifica- 
tions; yes. 

Senator Monroney. There would be a contact with your office ? 

Mr. Haywarp. If there was a difference of opinion as to qualifica- 
tions. 

Senator Monronery. During that contact would it be within the 
realm of reason that if he had on many occasions found the properly 
endorsed applicant for promotion or for a new position necessary to 
fill with a nonendorsed candidate, would you call his attention to the 
number that he had e mployed from the nonendorsed list ? 

Mr. Haywarp. No, sir: I have never done that. 

Senator Monroney. Did you supply to Mr. Weeks or to the Under 
Secretary of Commerce, or to anyone above you, the performance rec- 
ord of these various agency heads or a box score on how many properly 
endorsed applicants secured through recruitment of Republic an 
county chairmen had been or had not been accepted by the various 
agency heads? 

Mr. Haywarp. I never have, sir. 

Senator Monronry. So far as you know, it was just up to the 
agency, and if they had turned down all of the recommended people. 
that was all right with Mr. Weeks and Mr. Rothschild and with your- 
self, and the matter just ended there ? 

Mr. Haywarp. I can’t speak for anybody but myself, and I again 
say that if the employing oflicer decided to take a particular individ- 
ual, and we thought he met the qualifications, we did not go beyond 
that. 

Senator Monronrey. Had anybody ever in any way exerted any 
pressure on you to carry out the intent of this order ? 

Mr. Haywarp. Well, I don’t know exactly what you mean by 
“pressures.” 

Senator Monronry. Well, conversations—have you had any con- 
versations, or a pep meeting, to do or die for the dear old party, that 
we were not getting quite as many of these endorsed people as had 
been anticipated ? 

Did anyone at any time above you comment on the performance of 
commerce in the fulfillment of the desires to bring these deserving 
applicants into Government ? 
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Mr. Haywarp. I have never heard anybody commenting on Com- 
merce particularly. I have certainly heard criticism that the Repub- 
licans were not getting enough candidates employed, but there was 
never any reference made—— 

Senator Monronry. Was that said to you by anyone or just some- 
thing you picked up in the coffee shop / 

Mr. Haywarp. Never said offici ally to me; no. 

Senator Monroney. Did you keep records on the number of people 
employed from those lists, these recruitment lists by the various heads 
of your subagency ? 

Mr. Haywarp. We never kept lists by the heads of the various bu 
reaus ; no. 

Senator Monronry. You never kept any such lists / 

Mr. Haywarp. Not by bureaus; no, sir. 

Senator Monroney. Well, overall, did you? 

Mr. Haywarp. Yes; we reported on those forms. 

Senator Monroney. To whom did you report those forms ? 

Mr. Haywarp. To the White House. 

Senator Monroney. Directly to the White House. or did vou report 
it tothe Secretary of Commerce / 

Mr. Haywarp. Directly to the White House. 

Senator Monroney. To Mr. Willis / 

Mr. Haywarp. To Mr. Willis; that is right. 

Senator Monroney. I see. Evidently, then, since there was no 
dissatisfaction as to the performance of Commerce in line with the 
Willis order, it must have been staisfactory. Would you say that 
was a fair statement ? 

Mr. Haywarp. Well, I do not know what their thoughts were. 

Senator Monroney. They were never communicated to you one way 
or the other ? 

Mr. Haywarp. That is right. 

Senator Monroney. As far as you know, is there anything that had 
to do with the performance of CAA in taking people from all of these 
personnel registers that lead to the lack of teamwork alleged against 
Mr. Lee, who was sought to be discharged by Mr. Weeks and by Mr. 
Rothschild on numerous occasions ? 

Mr. Haywarp. [have no knowledge of that: no, sir. 

Senator Monronery. You never talked to Mr. Lee in any way about 
the numbers he was hiring or taking off ? 

Mr. Haywarp. Not about the numbers he was hiring; no, sir. 

Senator Monroney. About the people that were recommended ? 

Mr. Haywarp. I am sure I have talked on 1 or 2 occasions about 
people. 

Senator Monroney. On 1 or 2 occasions about people ? 

Mr. Haywarp. Yes. 

Senator Monroney. Do you know where Mr. Willis is now ? 

Mr. Haywarp. No, sir; I do not. 

Senator Monroney. He went from the White House, I believe, to 
a job with the W. R. Grace Co.; is that not correct, as assistant to the 
president ? 

Mr. Haywarp. I only know that from seeing it in the paper. I 
have no direct knowledge. 
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Senator Monronrey. And you do know, I believe, that the W. R. 
Grace Co. owns a 50-percent interest in the Panagra Air Lines which 
serve South America ? 

Mr. Haywarp. Only general knowledge from newspapers. 

Senator Monroney. In other words, you would not be a competent 
witness to comment onthe course of Mr. Willis’ employment from an 
assistant to the assistant to the President to the assistant to the presi- 
dent of W. R. Grace, which owns 50 percent of Panagra? 

Mr. Haywarp. No, sir. 

Senator Scuorrrer. Now, Mr. Chairman, I think that is going into 
a soccer field from a football field. 

If you want that information 

Senator Monronry. We will stay on football if you wish. 

Senator Scnorrren. Let’s stay on football. It is a pretty good 
political football field, and I will grant that. 

Senator Monroney. I am glad to yield at any time, you know that, 
and I did. 

Senator ScrrorpreL. You just let me take this witness uninterrupted 
now for a few minutes. 

Senator Monroney. Lamsorry. I shall. I did not know you had 
a question. 

Senator Scrorrren. I did not have any questions so long as it was 
not in the political field of activity. 

Let's vel down to cases now, Mr. Hayward. 

You are a civil-service employee and you have come up through the 
civil-service gradations; is that right ? 

Mr. Haywarp. Iam acivil servant, yes; that is right. 

Senator Scuorrren. And you have testified here under oath that 
you did not seek political endorsement for your present position, and 
in fact you did not really want it; is that right ? 

Mr. Haywarp. That is right. 

Senator ScHorrreL. Now did you consider the Willis order or that 
series of orders as a discretionary proposition ? 

Mr. Haywarp. Yes, we onside red the things that we thought could 
be properly done within the Civil Service regulations and we did not 
x6) beyond that. 

Senator Scnorpren. T would have been delighted to have accepted 
some kind of an approach somewhat comparable to that when we 
first came into authority and power with the chief executive of my 
party who is now the President of the United States because in those 
Se and I will ask you this specifically—when you analyzed these 
orders that came to you did you discern anything that indicated that 
you or any other employee under Civil Service should go beyond the 
regular laws, the rules, the regulations, of the Civil Service Commis- 
sion? 

Mr. Haywarp. No. sur 

Senator Scnoerret. Quite on the contrary, these instruction here 
or orders, however they want to be taken are replete with references 
to the effect that the laws, the rules, the regulations of the Civil Serv- 
ice Commission must be adhered to. 

Is that correct or not ? 

Mr. Haywarp. That is right; yes, sir. 

Senator ScnHorrreL.. So we must assume that they held inviolate 
the laws passed by the Congress and signed by the President, the 
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authorized orders issued by the Civil Service under those laws, isn’t 
that correct ? 

Mr. Haywarp. That is right; yes, sir. 

Senator Scoorrret. Now then I want to go one step further. 

I have pointed out that in these forms you were supplied with data 
from different individuals, some of them were in official positions in 
the Republican Party, and who were qualified people under the laws, 
the rules, and the regulations of the Civil Service Commission quali- 
fied to fill announced vacancies. I shall relate instances in a general 
way—lI shall not give names because they came from some Democrats 

and I have files on them in my office—which indicated that the freeze 
order or this so-called suggested freeze order was a helpful proposition 
in getting the opportunities before civil-service employees themselves 
who frequently in a lot of these departments were simply not consid- 
ered or glossed over. This was so because there was a little coterie or 
a little group in some of the agencies that wanted to advance some of 
their cronies and were exc Juding others who had like, similar, and bet- 
‘er qualifications for some of these jobs. To that extent, don’t you 
honestly think that the discretionary freeze time that you had given 
to some of these other civil-service employees was proper ? 

Do you agree with me on that? 

Mr. Haywarp. I believe it resulted in our getting more applica- 
tions, yes. 

Senator Scuorrret. From qualified people. 

Now you did say, testifying here in answer to the chairman’s ques- 
tion, that if you had in your files material that indicated that civil- 
service employees had the qualification and were eligible, you sent 
hose papers down along with these new forms that came in, is that 
correct, or not ¢ 

Mr. Haywarp. That is correct; yes, sir. 

Senator Scuorrrer. That is right? 

Mr. Haywarp. Yes, sir. 

Senator ScHorrreL. Therefore, it would seem to me you were emi- 
nently fair in this situation. You certainly were not doing anything 
derogatory to the civil-service law or regulations, as I view it. | 
am sure of that. 

Now let me ask you something ~~ Personally, as a United States 
Senator, and I am a Republican, I don’t run from that, just like my 
friend Senator Monroney is a Democrat, and he never overlooks a bet 
on the Democratic side; I will take my hat off to him on that score. 
sut I considered the Willis order as a discretionary proposition and 
it was to alert the sie sponte that they had Republicans in civil 
service, maybe beyond certain fringes of the age requirements or 
educational and experience requirements, who might be considered 
for these jobs—people who frequently had written their C ongressmen 
about vacancies or jobs in the Federal service. I received letters 
from Democratic civil-service folks, believe it or not, asking me to 
keep their names confidential, and they asked me and told me in those 
letters and also came to my office on a number of occasions, that they 
thought they had the qualifications. They very frankly said they 
did not have a Kansas Senator that was'a Democrat or a Kansas 

Congressman that was a Democrat and they wanted to come up and 
79097-—56#——_9 
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talk to me and they presented me specific illustrations and examples 
where down in some of these departments they were being side- 
tracked and shunted aside because when a job came up in civil service, 
some of those folks down there knew about it and some of the higher 
echelons had the door closed upon any of those deserving people in 
civil service and they wondered what they could do about: it. 

Therefore, Mr. Hayward, I tell you candidly and sincerely that 
the freeze order was a good thing on behalf of a lot of those people in 
civil service who never got very much consideration. Maybe they 
didn’t put on the right kind of lipstick or something to satisfy some- 
body in the department, but nevertheless their records showed they 
had the qualifications. But they gained under this order time to 
appraise what their rights and their privileges were. Therefore, to 
that extent I say to you, sir, most sincerely, I believe that that freeze 
order, if you can term it as such, g gave greater opportunity on the 
part of some of those who hadn’t been given proper consideration for 
advancement. 

Now, I want to go to something else. Much ado has been made 
on the political side of this thing. Do you remember Mike Di Salle’ 
Did you ever hear of that fellow’s name ? 

Mr. Haywarp. Yes, I have heard of him. 

Senator Scuorrre.t. He was mayor of a very fine city in Ohio. He 
occupied a position in the Federal Government. Mr. DiSalle and I 
didn’t get along here too well on some of his rules and regulations. 
He wanted to regiment some folks. I recall there was a press report 
and I will check it—he was there quoted as saying—I don’t know 
whether he said it—that he was going to clear with the Democratic 
National Committee and the Democrats all over the country before 
he would hire anybody in his department. Do you ever remember 
reading anything about th: at? 

Mr. Haywarp. I have a vague recollection of that. 

Senator ScnHorpreL. If you check I am sure you will recall that was 
the case. I didn’t recall any hue and cry going up. I don’t know 
whether he and his assistants were haled in before any subcommittee 
of the United States Senate for violating the civil service system, 
but certainly he must have had some civil service employees in his 
agency. Let’s be honest and fair about it in that respect—that he 
was going to look to the Democratic organization to handpick some 
of those folks or suggest them for consideration. I know that hap- 
pened. I know it was so reported. I know that his position was re- 
ported in the Washington newspapers. I think you testitied here, 
that a much more careful approach to this thing than I think the 
other parties’ approach had been, at least under Mike DiSalle. 

Now, these forms that came in here, every Kansas Congressman 
and Senator, I am sure practically every other Congressman from 
the other States, Democratic or Republic an, or where they were on a 
borderline, maybe a split representation in the Congress of the United 
States, has received inquiries from many deserving people in civil 
service to say something on their behalf in certain departments down 
the line. I think that these forms if properly approached did bring 
before the proper people a greater avenue of selection on the basis 
of what their qualifications were. 

Now, do you agree with me on that or not ¢ 
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Mr. Hayworru. I believe it did do that, yes, sir. 

Senator Scnorrren. And it did give the opportunity for those in- 
dividuals then who had better qualific ations than some who were 
really taken under civil service, if they desired, to invoke their rights 
under civil service, to challenge it in their own method and own man 
ner and own means, don’t you think that is the case? 

Mr. ILaywarp. I think it gave them a much wider selection, yes, sir. 

Senator Scnorrret. I got some of these forms. I had many people 
write to me about these forms. When folks would write to me, as 
every other law-abiding Senator and Congressman would, we referred 
them specifically to the civil service status of their employment. And 
we informed them that if they were qualified under the civil service fon 
these new positions that might be opening up that we were zealous 
in getting the greatest group to apply for these positions that were 
jualified. 

Did you see anything wrong in that ? 

Mr. Haywarp. No, sir. 

Senator ScnorerreL. And as you have said, you impartially referred 
hone form applicants together with the other applications that you 

had with reference to the civil-service qualifications to the agency or 
to the subagency that had these vacancies open; didn’t you do that ? 

Mr. Haywarp. That is correct. 

Senator ScHoEPPEL. Now, as long as you have done that, Mr. Hay- 
ward, I can only say I think that you have not only lived up to the 
spirit of the civil-service laws, I think you rendered those who were on 

il service and those whe were eligible for consideration in that 
respect a signal service because you broadened the selection and you 
got away from this little group. Sometimes in every agency there is a 
group that always took care of their own folks a little bit better 
than some who were as well qualified and some probably better quali- 
fied; I cannot see anything that is wrong about that. I again want 
to point out that as I read these reports and I read them before, I 
did not discern, but I did check, and upon my checking I did 
not find one single instance where any specific reference was even 
indicated remote ly to avoid following the laws, the rules, and the regu- 
lations of the Civil Service Commission and all of those employees 
were under civil service who were seeking by these new forms te 
get additional consideration. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, that is all I have to say. 

Senator Monronry. Thank youa lot, Senator Schoeppel. That has 
been very helpful. 

I wonder, Mr. Hayward, if you as a veteran civil servant consider 
that employment in the Civil Aeronautics Administration—because 
that is what we have in these highly technical jobs—is under permanent 
classified civil service, or is it not / 

Mr. Haywarp. The majority of the positions are. 

Senator Monronry. What percentage would you say ? 

Mr. Haywarp. Oh, I would guess better than 80 percent. 

Senator Monroney. Better than 80 percent / 

Mr. Haywarp. That isa guess. 

Senator Monronry. Would you consider the CAA with its better 
than 80 percent permanent civil service comparable to a temporary 
management setup with a limited fime before its expiration under the 
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law, to be comparable to the situation that you face in jobs within a 
permanent agency such as CAA ? 

Mr. Haywarp. Well, I—— 

Senator Monronry. Now, remember you are testifying also and have 
been qualified also as a veteran civil servant. 

Mr. Haywarp. It is pretty hard to say there. 

Senator Monronry. Well, asa personnel man, would you think that 
thousands of qualified civil-service people were crowding the doors 
to take clerks and secretarial jobs and others below the $6,000 limit 
which was for about 90 percent of the positions within the management 
for price control ? 

Mr. Haywarp. No; I would think, of course, that the majority of 
the civil servants would endeavor to find a position in an agency that 
they thought was going to be permanent. 

Senator Monroney. So it 1s not quite on the same basis from a per- 
sonnel problem, is it, insofar as ease in filling the jobs? 

Mr. Haywarp. No; I think there is some difference there. 

Senator Monronry. May I ask you in this order which I believe you 
testified rather emphatic ally did help to prevent these submerged peo- 
ple within civil service from being recognized by an oftice coterie or 
ees within an agency from being promoted, and they maybe were 
simply being overlooked, in these new-found ch: ampions of these fro 
zen-out persons, did anybody happen to submit these PM-2, PM~—4, 
or PM-5’s that were Democratic county chairmen or Democratic Con 

eressmen or Democratic Senators ? 

Mr. Haywarp. | didn’t testify, sir, about any coterie in the office 
that was being overlooked. 

Senator Monroney. Well, I understood you to say in answer to a 
direct question by Senator Schoeppel—I am not trying to put words 

in your mouth, believe me—that you thought this freeze - order did give 
time for these overlooked persons to find a champion, to prevent their 
being overlooked again. 

Mr. Haywarp. No, sir; I did not. I said that it did result in more 
applications being received. I didn’t get into the question of where 
the applications came from. I will say now, though, that we get 
applications from all over, both parties included. 

Senator Monronry. Now, let’s be specific. A PM-2, a PM-4, and 

PM-—5, was a form distributed by the Republican National Commit- 
tee, was it not? 

Mr. Hayrwarp. [I don’t know whether they distributed it or not. 

Senator Monronry. Well, I read to you the order, and there has 
been no question from—the memo or whatever it is from—the White 
House, stating in paragraph 1, as a means of broadening the personnel 
procurement base with respect to handling job opportunities in the 
future, the Republican National Committee will distribute personnel 
recruitment forms PM-2, PM-4, and PM-—5, as follows: It goes to the 
Senators, Congressmen, and officials in the State where no Republican 
Congressman is located. It doesn’t say the Democratic county chair- 
man or Democratic Senators or Congressmen were to receive these 
forms. 

Mr. Haywarp. That didn’t come to us. We got our information 
from the White House. The forms went to the White House, and 
where they went from there, I don’t know. 
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Senator Monroney. Do you recall any PM-2, PM-4, PM-5, or to 
cover the waterfront, the PM-2-X and PMNC-1 (rev.)? Do you re- 
member any of those ‘forms coming in from any Democratic chairman. 
any Democratic Congressman, or any Democratic Senator in order to 
help protect or pr omote these deservi ing persons who have been inad- 
vertently or by plan overlooked in the regular routine of civil-service 
promotion ¢ 

Mr. Haywarp. I don’t know of any of those coming from either 
the Republican or the Democratic Parties. 

Senator Monronry. In other words, what Senator Schoeppel has 
just said, that this was very helpful in preventing them from being 
overlooked, didn’t occur? 

Mr. Haywarp. Our forms came through the White House. I 
haven’t any knowledge of what the Republican people got or what 
the Democratic people got. 

Senator Monronry. But no Democrat to your knowledge submitted 

r had access to these PM- 2, PM-4, and PM-5’s, and so forth? 

"ie. Haywarp. I wouldn’t know that, sir. 

Senator Monroney. I see, but if assuming that no Democrats had 
them, if they were under the exclusive distributing of the Republi- 

can National Committee, then, although the law, I believe, prohibits 
and we are checking the law now -—political considerations i in the ap- 
pointment of people to fill classified civil-service jobs, their presence 
on these exclusively distributed forms would indicate that the politi- 

‘al exigencies, — though outside of the law, had been complied with. 

Mr. Haywarp. I don’t believe that the names of any people ap- 
peared on these forms. I think that what they got were applications. 
We didn’t get forms with names on them. 

Senator Monroney. How did you get these names? You testified 
earlier you knew the ones recommended under the Willis order. I 
have just brought out, and I think you have supported my position 
in that, that these forms were only available to regularly constituted 
members of the epublican Party. 

Mr. Haywarp. We would only know in those cases where we were 
called or had a letter of transmittal that the individuals were as 
a result of somebody coming through the Republican side. There 
was no other way we would know and we would have the same thing 
from the Democratic side. 

Senator Monronry. Then how did you make up this list to know 
the performance of these various agencies ? 

Mr. Haywarp. The lists, I think, if you refer to them were num- 
bers—numbers of vacancies and numbers of vacancies filled. 

Senator Monroney. I thought we had earlier testimony—maybe 
I misunderstood it—that you did know pretty well the performance 
under the Willis order, and how many people had been found to be 

jualified in this Republican job- recruitment program. 

Mr. Haywarp. People, but in numbers, not in names. 

Senator Monronery. But you know the people, and therefore, they 
had to come in—— 

Mr. Haywarp. Not necessarily. 

Senator Monronery. Well, you knew that they were cases, let us 
say # 

Mr. Haywarp. Cases, yes. 
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Senator Monronry. And you knew that they had come in on these 
forms that were being distributed exclusively by the Republican Na- 
tional Committee ? 

Mr. Haywarpb. Some of them came in that way; yes, sir. A lot of 
them were career servants. 

Senator MonronEy. So consequently if we put a special form for 
an application blank different entirely from the regular P-57, you 
were having something new added for the consideration of the per- 
sonnel officers and it would be rather hard to assume that they didn’t 
understand the significance of the blessings of PM-2, PM-4, PM-5, 
PM-2X, V-54, and PMNC-1 (rev.) / 

Mr. Haywarp. Of course, the application used was a regular Form 
ot. 

Senator Monronery. That is right, and that is what everybody for 
years and years and years has been considered on. Now, we have this 
new form, similar a little bit with very vague qualifications, which I 
— we have put the two of them th: at we have here in the record, 

s added, and those were attached physically, were they, to the P-57’s? 

Mr. Haywarp. No, they were not. 

Senator Monroney. How did it indicate to the employing officer 
that they had come in in this way ? 

Mr. Haywarp. In the majority of the cases the form was filled out 
after the 57 was received, if there was a vacancy. 

Senator Monroney. Was it later associated with the applicant’s 
P_-57 ¢ 

Mr. Haywarp. I think so. 

Senator Monronry. It just happened to get together in the file ? 

Mr. Haywarp. No; it didn’t just happen to get together. Here is 
a position that can be filled by this individual. He may have been a 
career man. You just hook the two together as a basis for making 
your report. 

Senator Monroney. Who hooked them together, people on Gov- 
ernment time ? 

Mr. Haywarb. Iam sure that is true; yes. 

Senator Monroney. Are you familiar with the Civil Service Act, 
rules and regulations, 7.1, rule 7, a personnel officer—this is just brief- 
ing it—shall exercise his discretion without regard to political affilia- 
tion, marital status, or race / 

Mr. Haywarp. I am familar with that. 

Senator Monronry. So the personnel officer in attaching and asso- 
ciating these exclusively Republican application forms was going be- 
yond the Act of creating Civil Service. You can’t even puta picture 
of a man now, as I understand the law now, on a Civil Service appli- 

cation, is that not correct / 

Mr. Harwarb. That is correct. 

Senator Monroney. Congress abolished even identifying people by 
pictures ¢ 

Mr. Haywarp. I don’t think hooking those two forms together is 
a violation of that law, sir. 

Senator Monroney. It may not be, but it certainly would not. be 
completely foreign to the association with the P-57 of a deserving 
Republican and the differentiation in a, shall we say, a naked P-57 
that had not been so covered. 
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Mr. Harwarp. No, I think the intent there is that we shall not give 
political consideration in considering an individual for a position. 
Now, if the man is qualified, the fact that he is a Republican or some- 
thing else, it seems to me, has no bearing on it. 

Senator Monronry. Well, looking over the P—57’s, and I have seen 
a great many of them, the PM-— 4—I don’t have all of these here—and 
the PM-5 don’t seem to be quite as thorough as do the P-57’s. 
Wouldn’t you say that would be a fair statement ? (2 

Mr. Haywarp. Yes, but that is not an application form. 

Senator Monroney. But these are the ones that were distributed 
by the Republican National Committee. 

Mr. Haywarp. But you realize, sir, there might be a number of 
applications attached to one of those forms and there might be Re- 
publicans, Democrats, and what have you. It would depend on how 
much paper we had. 

Senator Monroney. There is lots of paper. Let me ask _ as an 
old civil-scevice employee, do you know on these jobs that are vacant 
and for which no register exist, those were called the 303’s with hha 
such emphasis is placed i in the White House order, was it not? 

Mr. Haywarp. 303 did cover positions for which the Commission 
couldn’t provide anybody. 

Senator Monronry. Do you know whether the control of the Civil 
Service Commission has scheduled fewer examinations in the last 
3 years than had been scheduled at any time since civil service was 
established 2 

Mr. Haywarp. I didn’t know that, no, sir. 

Senator Monroney. If true, that would mean that there would be 
a greater number of jobs under the 303 which was to appoint people 
for which there was no existing and properly constituted register. 
It would open up for direct appointment without competitive effort 
on the part of the applicant a larger number of jobs, would it not, than 
would have been available had the examinations been regularly sched- 
uled in the numbers that had formerly been carried out ? 

Mr. Haywarp. That doesn’t seem to be true at the present moment. 
About the only thing that we can’t find today are electronics people 
and physicists and people of that type. 

Senator Monroney. There is a shortage of those. 

Mr. Haywarp. Yes. 

Senator Monroney. I see the advertisements in the newspapers 
where there are 6 and 8 pages asking for this type and the CA.A uses 
a great many of them, do they not / 

Mr. Haywarp. They use a great many electronics people, yes. 

Senator Monronry. I don’t think I will ask you a question : have 
in mind, whether this might make it a little more difficult. I will 
state it on my own. It would make the firing of a man who for 15 
years dealt in all of the highly technical phases of air navigation, 
electronics and all of those things that in the summ: ry firing of Ad- 
ministrator Lee, that it might make it also more difficult in the future 
to hire and get this type of highly skilled scientist who can only hope 
to receive as a part of his Government employment not rewards in 

salary, but in continuity of employment and in recognition of pro- 
motion by merit and not by polities. 

I don’t ask you to comment on that, but it seems rather significant 
in this phase of the investigation. The Senate is supposed to go into 
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session in a few minutes and Iwould like to go into the subject of the 
creation of the consultant job for Mr. Lowen which occured—well, 
the date is immaterial, but we hope without detracting from the essen- 
tial work that you must perform for Commerce you would make your- 
self available tomorrow morning at 10. We hope we won’t have these 
icing traveling conditions. 

Mr. Haywarp. All right, sir. 

Senator Monronry. So that we can go a little more fully into it, 
and I say this so you can be prepared on ‘that, the creation of the posi- 
tion of consultant for the Civil Aeronautics Administration which 
was filled, I believe, immediately by appointment through Mr. Roths- 
child without the request of Mr. Lee for a deputy, and we would like to 
go into those circumstances tomorrow. 

I would like at this time to introduce for the record—and I have a 
few copies available—my letter to Secretary Weeks. We were in- 
formed through the newspaper, and I don’t believe the staff was in- 
formed in any other way, that in the future this committee was to 
ask in writing for the materials that we wished to have, so conse- 
quently § Saturd: iy I felt it necessary, if this were true from the news- 
paper reports that I sent the following letter, January 7, 1956. 


DEAR Mr. SECRETARY : Members of the Subcommittee on Aviation of the Senate 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce Committee in the course of the pending hear- 
ings respecting the ouster of Frederick B. Lee, and on proposals to remove the 
Civil Aeronautics Administration from the jurisdiction of the Commerce Depart- 
ment and to grant it the status of an independent agency, have repeatedly asked 
for certain documents from your files and have repeatedly been answered with 
excuses of varying degrees as to why this properly constituted Senate subcom- 
mittee should not have them. 

This morning on the press release in the Washington Post we find your Depart- 
ment now wishes to receive a written request. 

Repeatedly our committee counsel, Mr. Pellegrini, has been told that a written 
request was not at all necessary, but they would be glad to furnish such material 
without a written demand. 

Since a new order seems to have been given contradicting your General Coun- 
sel’s former position, may I respectfully request in writing in behalf of the 
subcommittee and its membes, who have repeatedly asked for such informa- 
tion, the following documents from your files: 

1. Management Survey Report of the Civil Aeronautics Administration pre- 
pared by the firm of Cresap, McCormick & Paget, together with the covering 
letter ; 

2. Analysis and/or recommendation of the Administrator of Civil Aeronautics 
Administration on the above report; 

3. Analysis and/or recommendations of the Air Coordinating Committee on 
the same report; 

4. Wallace Clark & Co. management report on the Civil Aeronautics Admin- 
istration prepared in 1947 or 1948. 

5. The original report prepared by the Advisory Committee under your chair- 
manship on Revision of Federal Transportation Policy which partially appears 
in the Wall Street Journal of March 28, 1955, under the heading Transport Policy. 
The original report, so far as I am aware, has hitherto not been made public. 

6. The Aviation Report which your Department states in the Washington 
Post this morning has been previously made and which would duplicate the sup- 
pressed aviation section of the Advisory Committee’s General Transportation 
Report; 

7. Letters by the Secretary of Commerce, if any, directing or limiting heads of 
the several bureaus, agencies, and divisions under the jurisdiction of the De 
partment as to the amounts of their budget requests for each year from 1948 
to date. 
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If there is any question as to the documents and data requested, please con- 
tact our Chief Counsel, Frank Pelligrini, or you may refer to the transcript of 
the proceedings wherein these matters are discussed in detail. 

Sincerely yours, 


CHAIRMAN OF THE SUBCOMMITTEE. 
Copy to Under Secretary Rothschild and to General Counsel Ray. 


All of the information, much of which was asked for by our dis- 
tinguished Republican colleagues, has not yet been received. We are 
still negotiating and we presume that this writing and detailing as to 
their last request will help in some way to penetrate the veil of secrecy 
that exists on matters which should not only be a matter of public 
record for the committee, but for all of the press and the general public 
as well. We will wait with some interest to see whether this written 

request can be complied with. 

Are there any further questions? Senator Bible 

Senator Breie. No. 

Senator Monroney. Senator Schoeppel ’ 

Senator ScnorrreL. No further questions, thank you. 

Senator Monroney. The committee will stand in recess until 10 
o clock tomorrow morning. Thank you very much for your help. 


hag 9 gy at 12:05 p. m., the subcommittee adjourned until 10 
..m., Tuesday, January 10, 1956.) 








rE. 





at) 





STUDY OF OPERATION OF CIVIL AERONAUTICS 
ADMINISTRATION 


TUESDAY, JANUARY 10, 1956 


UnIrep STATES SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN COMMERCE, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON AVIATION, 
Room G-16, Unirep Srares Caprron, 
Washington, D.C. 

The subcommittee met at 10 o’clock a. m., Hon. A. S. Mike Mon- 
roney, chairman of the subcommittee, presiding. 

Present: Senators Monroney, Payne and Schoeppel. 

Senator Monronry. The Subcommittee on Aviation of the Inter- 
state and Foreign Commerce Committee will resume its sitting. 

When we recessed yesterday, Mr. Hayward, Personnel Director of 
the Department of Commerce, was on the stand, and I would ask him 
to come forward and resume his testimony. The record will show that 
you were sworn yesterday, that a quorum of the subcommittee was 
present, and we would like to resume where we left off. Not wishing to 
monopolize or filibuster this, I would like to ask if there are any 
questions. 


FURTHER TESTIMONY OF CARLTON HAYWARD, DIRECTOR OF 
PERSONNEL, DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 


Senator Monroney. Are there any questions, Senator Schoeppel or 
Senator Payne, as we start ? 

Senator Scuoerre.. I have no questions. 

Senator Monronry. It is not my purpose to monopolize the time. 
I am just trying to develop those things that come to my attention. 
Please cut in at any moment because I certainly don’t want to appear 
to be using more time than is necessary in this matter. 

At the time you testified yesterday, Mr. Hayward, I believe you 
said you felt the submission of applications for recruitment through 
the . M. forms, which were distributed to the Republican County 
Chairmen, the Republican Congressmen and Republican Senators to 
bring able, qualified personnel “Into positions which were not under 
pos itions on the existing register, the 303 jobs and others, that there 
was only shght, if any, interest in those positions below $10,000. Was 
that not your statement / 

Mr. Haywarp. I don’t think I made that statement, Mr. Chairman. 
I would say there was considerably less interest, although we did get 
and continue to get quite a few applications from typists, clerk-sten- 
ographers, and so forth, but still not enough to fill what we need. 
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Senator Monronery. Would you be willing so we can have the thing 
complete, and then I wish we could pass on to something else, to sub- 
mit the number of those applications which were submitted to you on 
the P. M. forms which yous said later became assoc iated with the regular 
or standard or traditional P-57’s, which show no indication of political 
origin of any kind. The number of those P. M. forms that were sub- 
mitted to you by Mr. Willis or by other sources, the number of these 

that were charged to the various agencies of the Department of Com- 
merce, together with the report on the number of positions found 
eligible for fulfillment under those is what I refer to. 

Mr. Haywarp. Well, will give you what our records reveal. 

Senator Monronry. I don’t want to have you do a great deal of 
research on it. I vould prefer to have for the committee’s records to 
vind up this testimony on the Willis order, the net results, as your 

records now show. I don’t care to burden your department with going 
back and recapping or any of those things. 

Mr. Haywarp. Well, we will only be able to give you a report then on 
the applications that we knew were tied into one of those forms. There 
are many, many of them that come in that we have no knowledge of. 
Senator Monroney. That you didn’t submit to any department? 

Mr. Haywarp. Oh, yes, any application that we get we have a file on. 

Senator Monronry. Well, you certainly have some record of the 
uumber received and the number that was farmed out to the vari- 
ous—— 

Mr. Haywarp. That is correct, but the point is, Senator, that I can’t 
tell whether they came in as a result of the P. M. forms going to the 
White House or whether they may have come in direct. 

Senator Monroney. All right, direct or indirect. I would like to 
know how many P. M. forms you had come in. You know the num- 
bers. We don’t care for the names. It would be helpful if they are 
broken down as to the P-1, P-2, P-3, the CAF, the difference gr ades of 
Civil Service as to numbers. We don’t want the names of the people. 

Mr. Haywarp. I will do the best job I can, but I can’t promise it 
will be very complete, sir. 

Senator Monronry. Well, to amplify your testimony as to the type 
of job, salary level, and the numbers that did find employment, I think 
it would prove so interesting in this study as to how they relate, you see. 

Now that, I think, will wind up the Willis order and complete that 
for the record. 

Did you have any questions on the Willis order? 

Senator Scnorrret. I have no further questions. Maybe Senator 
Payne does. 

Senator Monroney. We wanted to question you yesterday on the 
time that you were first asked to place Mr. Lowen on the payroll. Do 
you have the time table, the dates on that? 

Mr. Haywarp. I don’t have the dates when I was asked to set up 
a position for him. It was in April, I would say somewhere between 
the middle and the end. TI can only gage that by the time—— 

Senator Monroney. Would this seem about right: The committee 
staff says the Civil Service Commission was asked to reestablish the 
Deputy Administrator’s position on April 27, 1955? 

Mr. Haywarp. That is the date for the Deputy Administrator’s 
job. 
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Senator Monroney. And at that time were you asked to prepare 
the papers on that? 

Mr. Haywarp. That is correct, shortly before that. 

Senator MonroneEy. By whom were you asked ? 

Mr. Haywarp. I got it, of course, through my immediate higher 
officer, Mr. Moore, the Assistant Secretary, and I understand it came 
down from the Under Secretary’s office, the Under Secretary for 
Transportation. 

Senator Monronry. That would be Mr. Rothschild to Mr. Moore 
to you ¢ 

Mr. Haywarp. That is correct. 

Senator Monronry. And if my information is correct, I believs 
then you asked the CAA personnel office, your subsidiary, to prepare 
the write-up for the reestablishment of this job as Deputy Admin 
istrator ? 

Mr. Haywarp. That is right, yes, sir. 

Senator Monroney. Did you feel it was necessary, since you wer 
the overall man in charge of personnel, to contact Mr. Frederick B. 
ee, the then Administrator of Civil Aeronautics, for his advice as 
to whether he needed one or not ? 

Mr. Haywarp. No, that isn’t the normal way we would handle that. 
We would contact Mr. Lee’s top administrative man, Mr. Kemp. 
which I did. 

Senator Monronery. But as far as you know, your relationshiy 

ould have been at the working level and if anyone was to check into 
he need of the then Administrator for a deputy, it would probably 
ave been someone above you, is that correct ? 

Mr. Haywarp. That is correct, for a position at that level. 

Senator Monronry. At the policy-making level ? 

Mr. Haywarp. Yes. 

Senator Monroney. Which would be in this case, since CAA was 
under the Under Secretary of Commerce for Transportation, it would 
huve been Mr. Rothschild? . 

Mr. Haywarp. That is correct. 

Senator Monroney. But you did receive your instructions fron 
Mr. Rothschild ¢ : 

Mr. Haywarp. Through Mr. Moore, right. 

Senator Monronry. Through Mr. Moore? 

Mr. Haywarp. That is right. 

_ Senator Monronry. To proceed with the write-up and justification 
for the employment of a deputy where none had existed for about 3 
years ? 

_Mr. Haywarp. We got a request to have a deputy position estab- 
lished, that is right. , 

Senator Monroney. Reestablished, actually ? 

Mr. Haywarp. Reestablished is right. , 

Senator Monroney. There was a former deputy position ? 

Mr. Haywarp. That is right. since 1950. 

Senator Monronry. And I believe there was a super civil-service 
wrade that had been carved out for that position that was then unused ¢ 
ieee That is right, yes, sir. Well, it was not unused at 
the le Job was reestablished. That slot will be used in another 


place. 
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Senator Monronry. You mean the super civil-service job allo- 
cated to CAA had not been used as a deputy, but was being used else- 
where ? 

Mr. Haywarp. At that time, yes, at the time it was unfilled. 

Senator Monroney. Do you recall which classification—I am not 
concerned with person, but the job that was requiring the super civil- 
service grade which was converted from the then existing position 
over to the de puty. 

Mr. Haywarp. Yes, sir; I do. 

Senator Monronry. What was that position ¢ 

Mr. Haywarp. Deputy Assistant Director for Administration and 
Personnel, my own position. 

Senator Monronery. That ran to Commerce, then, and not to CAA, 
is that correct ? 

Mr. Haywarp. That is correct, yes, sir. It ran to the Secretary’s 
office in Commerce. 

Senator Monronery. [I see, but it had been used prior to the change- 
over with the dropping of the deputy’s job when Mr. Lee reorganized 
his department on becoming Administrator to use three civil-service 
Assistant Administrators, that the super civil-service job had then 
heen transferred over or did belong to Commerce and they used it 
for administrative purposes which later became the job as Chief of 
Personnel, which you filled ? 

Mr. Haywarp. That is correct, that is where the grade was trans 
ferred. 

Senator Monroney. I see. And, of course, when you filled it you 
had civil-service qualification as an old-line regular civil-service 
eniployee ? 

Mr. Haywarp. Oh, yes, that had to be approved by the Civil Service 
(‘ommission. 

Senator Monronrey. And your qualifications were not questioned 
because of your long service in Government and it was a career ap- 
pointment, you might say ? 

Mr. Haywarp. It was a career appointment, that is right. 

Senator Monronry. Then when you asked the CAA to justify the 
appointment of a deputy, which in fact, I guess, meant the creation 
of, through civil service, a new super civil-service position for Aero 
nautics or for Commerce under a subdivision of CAA, you had to 
justify in that writeup the need for this additional super civil-service 
orade ? 

Mr. Haywarp. We told the Civil Service Commission the desire 
to establish this Deputy Administrator’s position and requested that 
they submit the description of the position for submission to the Com 
mission for approval. 

Senator Monroney. In the creation of this new super civil-service 
grade and the recreation of the deputy, was it not highly unusual that 
a deputy to an existing Administrator was created without close con- 
sultation with the Administrator of the Agency ¢ 

Mr. Haywarp. Well. I have no knowledge that the Administrator 
wasn’t consulted, sit 

Senator Monronry. You have no knowledge ¢ 

Mr. Haywarp. No, sir. 

Senator Monronry. If it was done, you wouldn't know that or if 
it wasn’t done you wouldn't know ? 
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Mr. Hayrwarp. I might and I might not, but in this case I had no 
knowledge whether it had been done. 

Senator Monroney. But in the writeup to describe the job and 
the needs for the job which you were going to transmit from CAA 
through your oflice over your signature ‘to the Civil Service Commis- 
sion, that would have to allocate a new super civil-service job, would 
not you have felt it incumbent, since you were signing that, to inquire 
as to the need for this job? 

Mr. Haywarp. Not since it had been certified to by the Adminis- 
trator. Mr. Lee certified to that job description and I didn’t go behind 
that. 

Senator Monroney. Mr. Lee certified to it ¢ 

Mr. Haywarp. Yes, sir. 

Senator Monronry. He, of course, was under the employment of 
the Commerce Department, but you don’t know whether he had been 
consulted as to his need for one or not ? 

Mr. Haywarp. That is correct, I couldn't answer that question, but 
| wouldn’t go behind the certification of the Administrator. 

Senator Monronry. But you asked for the job writeup. That came 
from the career service or whoever was handling the personnel for 
CAA, 

Mr. Haywarp. I asked for the job description, as [ said, from Mr. 
Kemp, who is Mr. Lee's Assistant for Administration. 

Senator Monronery. And he is a civil-service employee, I believe 

Mr. Haywarp. That is correct, yes, sir. 

Senator Monroney. So the writeup would come from Mar. Kemp 
to you and it would be signed by Mr. Lee / 

Mr. Haywarp. That is correct, yes, sir. 

Senator Monroney. But most all of the work in justifying every 
thing up to that point would be done by the civil-service personnel 
in CAA, and later through you ¢ 

Mr. Haywarp. Well, 1 don’t know just how this description was 
handled over there. 

Senator Monronry. But your handling of this after it came to you 
from the CAA Personnel Department was strictly a routine matter 
that you felt incumbent to pass on without review or without chal- 
lenge or without further inquiry into its necessity ¢ 

Mr. Haywarp. Oh, no, we reviewed it, of course, to see that it met 
the proper qualifications for the position that the description—— 

Senator Monroney. Did you review at all the need for the job? 

Mr. Haywarp. No, sir, we did not. We wouldn’t do that normally 
ina case at this level where the decision had been made by a higher 
officer, 

Senator Monroney. The decision having been made you mean by 
the Under Secretary of Commerce ? 

Mr. Haywanrp. That is correct. 

Senator Monronery. And as personnel officer all you can do is “yes” 
the decision that comes down on personnel by those who hold a policy- 
making decision in the Administration under the Presidential ap- 
pointment, is that right? 

Mr. Haywarp. No, sir, that isn’t correct. 

Senator Monronry. Well, in this case you didn’t do it? 

Mr. Haywarp. We also knew there had been a deputy there for 
many vears. 
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Senator Monroney. But you testified previously that the super 
civil-service grade which had been vacated in an efficiency effort 
under reorganization by Mr. Lee where he used three civil-service 
men as Assistant Administrators, to do away with the old system that 
required a deputy, that now we find we make a new super civil-service 
grade where none existed before. 

Mr. Haywarp. No, sir, I didn’t testify to that. I didn’t say any- 
thing about the efficiency of the organization. I simply testified it 
had been unfilled. What the reasons were behind that I did not 
testify to. 

Senator Monroney. Did you know that the need for the job had 
been eliminated by the new organization that Mr. Lee had set up! 

Mr. Waywarp. I had no knowledge of why that position was elimi- 
nated. 

Senator Monroney. Well, wouldn’t you in the normal course as 
Director of Personnel, yourself holding a super-civil-service grade 
that had formerly been the Deputy’s grade, inquire as to need for 
taking one of these very and extremely ne arce super-ClVv il-service posi- 
tions—which as a member of the super Civil Service and Post Office 
Committee of the Senate I know are scarce—since they were put in 
for the strict and sole purpose of enabling the Government to pay ¢ 
better level of pay in order to hold the highly skilled technicians and 
those experts in administration and in the various phases of govern- 
ment—to hold them in Federal service, and it was limited extremely 
so by our committee. It has been limited extremely by the Senate 
and by the House, and yet casually and without even inquiring, because 
the order had come down from above you rather quickly, I presume, 
because the timetable would indicate it, reeommended without per- 
sonal check, although vou were the Personnel Director of the whole 
Commerce Department, these papers were rushed over to the Civil 
Service Commission to create the Deputy Administrator. 

Mr. pea WAND. Mr. Chairman, I didn’t do this casually. I don’t 
do my job casually, but when the Under Secretary of Commerce de- 
cides that hie? wants to reestablish a position like this and that informa- 
tion is transmitted to me, I don’t question his judgment. 

Senator Monroney. Had that super-civil-service position existed, 
that might be true, because you were going to use a super-civil-service 
seat that was vacant and you might say had it not been utilized by 
Commerce for your position, that it is all right. I think it is fine to 
have personnel men occupy the super-civil-service grades because we 
have men of discrimination and experience and discernment as watch- 
dogs of the Treasury to be sure we don’t create added employment 
that is not necessary. 

You are entitled to use a super-civil-service grade, but this was the 
creation of another super-civil-service grade not asked for, not wanted, 
and not used by Deputy to Administrator Lee, because the testimony 
has been clear and unchallenged that Mr. Lowen, who filled this posi- 
tion after it was finally rammed through the Civil Service Commis- 
sion, did not work under Mr. Lee, but was the direct liaison man or 
agent of the Under Secretary of Commerce instead of functioning as 
a true Deputy for Mr. Lee. It seems strange to me that as Personnel 
Director of this whole setup which was supposed to be in the interest 
of efficiency and economy—and the reasons for the consolidation of 
CAA under Commerce was to give an added degree of supervision— 
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that instead of resulting in economies we find a brand new super 
civil-service grade created to employ a Deputy Administrator not 
asked for and not needed, 

Mr. Haywarp. Well, I am sorry I am in disagreement with you, 
but I still believe that when the Under Secretary decides he wants to 
establish a position, that I have a right to believe that he knows what 
he is doing and I would go ahead and act on the wishes that come from 
the Under Secretary. 

Senator Monroney. All right. Now, Mr. Lowen, who was placed 
in this job which was a super-civil-service job, has now been moved 
up to Acting Administrator of CAA, has he not ? 

Mr. Haywarp. That is correct. 

Senator Monroney. About what date was that, about the 10th of 
December, I believe, is that not correct ? 

Mr. Haywarp. I think the 12th. 

Senator Monroney. The resignation I know was accepted by Mr. 
Lee’s “desire to resign,” or something like that, by the President on the 
10th, but the Administrator’s position was not filled until the 12th 

Now, I presume you were searching rather carefully and hard 
since it was so necessary to have a deputy, that you are trying to 
find somebody qualified, a friend of Governor Dan Thornton’s, or 
somebody else that would be capable of filling this deputy position. 

Senator Payne. Mr. Chairman, wait just a moment. In fairness to 
Mr. Hayward, Mr. Hayward has, I think, given this committee very 
clear and concise testimony. I think it is rather unfair to him to 
place him in the position of trying to answer such a question when he 
has clearly set forth the fact that matters of administration are not 
those properly within his scope. He is Personnel Officer of the De- 
partment and complies, as far as I am aware, with the rules and regu- 
lations laid down. 

Now, I think it is highly improper to pose that type of question to 
Mr. Hayward when he is not the person who determines whether or 
not there is a need for a position being filled or not. 

Senator Monroney. Well, who is going to determine this? I 
thought the Personnel Director, aside from the policymaking posi- 

tions, was supposed to be the man that is in general charge of obtaining 

efficiency and economy in the operation of the Departments with the 
minimum amount of overhead, and that is the line of questioning, J 
will say to my dear friend, that I am seeking. I perhaps had been 
awkward about it. 

Senator Payne. Well, let me ask Mr. Hayward, are you not under 
the direction and supervision of the Secretary with reference to these 
matters? 

Mr. Hayrwarp. Well, through channels, I am actually under the 
Assistant Secretary for Administration. 

Senator Payne. Right. 

Senator Monronry. Well, this job of deputy was created as a super- 
civil-service job at the direction of the Under Secretary of Commerce, 
then does it always remain in the province of the Under Secretary of 
Commerce to bring someone in to you to have it filled with that person, 
or is it not then in your province, since it is a super-civil-service job 
that you make the decision on this matter being filled? You are 
Director of Personnel and I am merely trying to pinpoint where this 
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line of discretion of a policymaking Presidential appointee, how many 
jobs he can call up and say fill or leave unfilled. 

I think you should make the decision. 

Senator Payne. What I would like to have made clear to me, Mr. 
Chairman, is whether or not we are trying to establish that there was 
any illegal act on the part of any official in the Department of Com- 
merce in creating or reest: ablishing this particular position. If there 
isn’t any illegal act, then I can’t see personally any benefit to be gained 
by continuing on this line of questioning. 

Senator Monronry. Well, under the Legislative Reorganization 

(ct, I will say to my dear friend the power vests in the various com- 
mittees of C ongress and their proper jurisdiction to continue legisla- 
tive surveillance over the departments which they properly hi ave 
jurisdiction of. The line of questioning which I am pursuing is 
that if it was so necessary on April 27 to write up a job description 
for a super-civil-service grade, if that job was then filled, by Mr. 
Lowen, who was appointed Deputy Administrator on July 1, 1955, 
that on assuming the duties of Administrator on the 12th of Decem- 
ber 1955, who has the power to fill under civil service or the decision 
to utilize the deputy position which was so necessary in April 27, 
but is it necessary after December 12 when the deputy has been moved 
to the position of Acting Administrator. 

Senator Payne. Well, I think you have two questions, Mr. Chair- 
man, and T would like to have established first whether it is the feel- 
ing of the Chairman that the Secretary of Commerce, who is re- 
sponsible at the top level for the administration of affairs in the 
Department of Commerce, whether he exceeded the statutory limita- 
tion imposed by the Congress in reference to the establishment of this 
position. 

Now, did he or did he not exceed that which is the statutory provi- 
sion for establishing this type of position that you are speaking about 

Senator Monronery. Well, I think we can clarify it a little better 
from the Civil Service Commission standpoint. Or you ask the wit- 
ness questions and I will be delighted. 

Senator Payne. Well, let me ask the question as to whether or not 
you feel, Mr. Hayward—you have knowledge of what Congress has 
laid down as its yardstick for determining what type of positions 
fall into these policymaking categories—would you say that the De- 
partment of Commerce has exc eeded its authority ? 

Mr. Haywarp. No. 

Senator Payne. Would you say it has violated the intent of the 
Congress with reference to: reestablishing this position ? 

Mr. Haywarp. No, sir: I do not believe so. 

Senator Payne. You would not. Now, that, Mr. Chairman, to me 
is the answer to the question. 

Senator Monronry. Well, I think you are granting to the Under 
Secretary of Commerce or to the Secretary of Commerce powers which 
they don’t have, because the law vests the right to create the super- 
civil-service - which was created and filled by Mr. Lowen’s appoint- 
ment in the Civil Service Commission. It does not give the Under 
Secretary, does it, or the Secretary of Commerce— 

Senator Payne. Well, let me clear up one point there. The Civil 
Service Commission allocated this super-civil-service position. That 
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was not done by the Department of Commerce. We have no control 
over that. 

Senator Monroney. But that super-civil-service grade did not exist 
at the time you sent the papers through and the Civil Service Com- 
mission created the added super-civil-service grade. 

Mr. Haywarp. Let me clear up one point there. The super grade 
pool of jobs, let us say, is held and controlled by the Commission and 
if one goes unfilled for a period of time, they usually simply take 
that over into the pool and if it is reestablished you make a request 
and try to get the job set up again. 

Senator Monroney. Now, that is not a general governmental pool. 
That is a pool that is allocated to Commerce. You have so many 
super civil service grades. 

Mr. Haywarp. No, sir, that is not correct, it is allocated to the 
Government. The Commission took that over some time ago. 

Senator Monroney. I know it is allocated by the Government, but 
it is charged to the Department of Commerce. You have so many 
super civil service grades in Commerce, do you not ? 

Mr. Haywarp. Only those that are filled. When they are unfilled 
the Commission takes control of them. 

Senator Monroney. But you told us earlier that the super civil 
service grade which had been occupied by Mr. Lee as Deputy Ad- 
ministrator before the reorganization of the CAA under him was 
now the super civil service grade that you had, and I took it from 
your testimony that that was out of the allocation for the Department 
of Commerce. When Mr. Lee vacated it it was found no longer neces- 
sary under the reorganization that had taken place with the appoint 
ment of three career men as assistant administrators, that then that 
seat, and I think the testimony will show it, and I am not trying 
to confuse this, I want to get it straight—that then that seat which 
was no longer necessary for a deputy had been transferred to your 
xood self as a super civil service grade. 

Mr. Haywarp. That is correct, and that was done with the ap- 
proval of the Commission, but that was before the Commission took 
over the complete control of all of the super grades in the Govern 
ment. They now have one pool. 

Senator Monronry. By action of the Civil Service Commission 
and Post Office Committee, of which I happen to be a member. The 
reason for that was that we wanted to protect these super civil service 
erades from casual creation or from casual filling and to reserve them 
for those public servants and career men for which the Government 
felt a continuing need for their vital service and the requirement 
of paying them an adequate amount to continue their public service. 

Wasn’t that the general theory that you understood the creation 
of these super civil service jobs was for ? 

Mr. Haywarp. I believe it was done to get them all in one pool 
in the Commission and have the Commission generally control them. 

Senator Monroney. Well, it wasn’t just to hoard so many jobs to be 
casually filled, was it ? 

Mr. Haywarp. No, I don’t think so. 

Senator Monroney. It was to preserve the integrity of the career 
and merit system and in doing so we felt that the Civil Service Com- 
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mission was a better guardian of that than the casual way it had 
been handled heretofore. 

Isn’t that your understanding of it? You are a Personnel Director. 

Mr. Haywarp. Well, I didn’t think they were handled causally 
before, Mr. Chairman. The Commission still approved each and 
every one of them before they were allocated to an individual position. 

Senator Monronry. Were they not allocated before we turned it 
over to the Civil Service Commission by the Appropriation Commit- 
tees of the House and Senate? 

Mr. Haywarp. Not to my knowledge. 

Senator Monronry. I remember distinctly many appropriation 
bills creating the added super civil service grades. 

Mr. Haywarp. Those were additional ones, though, weren’t they ¢ 

Senator Monroney. That is right, and we were creating them, so in 
order to get away from the casual considerations as a part of a multi- 
billion dollar appropriation bill and to put the responsibility for the 
protection of the career civil service at the very top of civil service 
where, like Caesar’s wife, the disposal of these jobs should be above 
suspicion, it was put into the Civil Service Polaseiinenes as the final 
ultimate guardian of the filling of these positions. 

Now, is that a fair statement ? 

Mr. Haywarp. I think that is probably a fair statement. 

Senator Monroney. All right, but we find then that this new posi- 
tion was, or this new civil service grade, excuse me, was to take care 
of the reestablishment of a Deputy Administrator’s position, which 
had been abolished in the reorganization under Mr. Lee, of the top 
side of CAA, by the appointment of three career men as Assistant 
Administrators, was decided to be filled, and the position reestab- 
lished, and that on the request from Under Secretary of Commerce, 
Mr. Rothschild, you proceeded through channels to ask CAA person- 
nel to write up the justification for the creation of this new additional 
super civil service job and the reestablishment of Deputy Admin- 
istrator, is that correct ? 

Mr. Haywarp. We asked them to reestablish the deputy position, 
that is correct, yes, sir. 

Senator Scnorprent, Mr. Chairman, I think you used the word that 
Mr. Lee abolished that position. Now, asa matter of civil service law 
and civil service procedure, my understanding is that Mr. Lee could 
not abolish and do away with that job. That job still remained, but 
went unfilled, and went back into some type of arrangement whereby 
the civil service would then have to again upon proper application 
make some proper approach to it. 

Mr. ? AYWARD. I think, Senator, he could have abolished the posi- 
tion. I don’t believe that it was though. It was left unfilled and 
for a sufficient length of time that, as I said, we used the super grade 
on another position which meant that we would have to reestablish 
it if we ever wanted to fill it again. 

Senator ScuorrPet. But the basic groundwork then was reestab 
lishing it. It was never completely abolished, in the sense that it 
would have to be reestablished. 

Mr. Haywarp. We would have to redescribe it. 

Senator ScuorpreL. I understand you would have to redescribe it, 
but did that go back into some kind of pool? Had such a period of 
time elapsed ” 
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Mr. Haywarp. No, it didn’t. In effect, it didn’t exist any more. 
Senator ScHoErpreL, Well, I wanted to clear that up because I was 
wrong in my thinking. 

Senator Monronery. And as Personnel Director of Commerce, had 
there been budget requests from the office of the President for funds 
to maintain this Deputy Administrator which did not then exist ? 

Mr. Haywarpb. Well, I am not in a position to answer that, sir. I 
do not know. 

Senator Monroney. The staff will look that up. 

Now, since it would take considerable time and since these papers 
had to come up and be justified, I think you said on April 27 or about 
that date, that you started the departmental wheels to moving to get 
the writeup from CAA for the justification for this position. 

Do you know when you submitted this justification after being 
notified of the discovered need for a Deputy Administrator, how long 
it took Commerce to submit that to the Civil Service Commission ? 

Mr. Haywarp. Well, I don’t know exactly the date, sir, that I was 
asked to get this thing in motion. The job was submitted to the Com 
mission on April 27, I believe. 

Senator Monroney. Oh, you mean it was submitted to the Civil 
Service Commission on April 27? 

Mr. Haywarp. I think that is right. 

Senator Monroney. That was the date that it was asked for, I mean 
that the Department of Commerce asked the Civil Service Commission 
for it? 

Mr. Haywarp. That is right. 

Senator Monroney. When did you ask the CAA personnel office to 
prepare the papers ? 

Mr. Haywarp. Well, I don’t have that date. I suppose it was a 
few days before that. 

Senator Monroney. I think it would be very helpful to this com- 
mittee to find out the timetable on that if you would be good enough 
to tell us. 

Mr. Haywarp. Well, I have no records which would indicate it.. 1 
can find out whether CAA does. 

Senator Monroney. Well, you know about the date that Mr. Roths- 
child reached the determination that it was vital for aviation safety 
and operation of CAA to have a new deputy position created; do you 
not ? 

Mr. Harwarp. No; I don’t know the date. I would say, as I did 
before, it was somewhere between the middle and the latter part of 
April, but I have no record on that. 

Senator Monroney. Are you sure that it was the middle or latter of 
April? 

Mr. Haywarp. Well, Lam only guessing at that. 

Senator Monroney. Was this a verbal or a written request for the 
creation of this position ? 

Mr. Haywarp. It was an oral request. 

Senator Monroney. Telephone or in person / 

Mr. Haywarp. I believe Mr. Moore called me over and told me in 
person. 

Senator Monronrey. And you don't know what Mr. Moore knew 
about it or how he had received the communication and the justifica 
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tion apparently, since Mr. Rothschild is the one that made the determi- 
nation, as to the ‘need for this job? 

Mr. Haywarp. I don’t know what conversation Mr. Moore may have 
had with Mr. Rothschild and at the time Mr. Moore told me Mr. 
Rothschild may have been present. I don’t recollect that. I am a 
little vague on that. 

Senator Monroney. Well, you will be good enough, I presume, to 
tell us the time that you asked CAA to start the paper wor rk necessary 
for the creation of this position ? 

Mr. Haywarp. I can only endeavor to do that, sir. I have no rec- 
urds and I will have to rely on CAA. 

Senator Monroney. Well, you can communicate with CAA per- 
sonnel. 

Mr. Haywarp. I will. 

Senator Monroney. Since they were a satellite of the Deparment 
of Commerce, they certainly would know when the order came down 
and the committee, I think, would be interested because your testimony 
is that this new position which is clearly specified in the writing. 
and the date of certification by you, went forward on the 27th day 
of April. I note that it went up from the Civil Aeronautics Admin- 
istration and there had to be “Certification by head of Bureau, Divi- 
sion, field office, or designated representative, Mr. Lee, Administrator 
of Civil Aeronautics, April 26, 1955.” 

So apparenty no time was lost from the time it reached your office 
in going forward to the Civil Service Commission. I am correct in 
that; am I not? 

Mr. Haywarp. I can’t tell that. I assume that we did it rather 
promptly. We try to. 

Senator Monroney. Do you keep up with your work usually that 
promptly ¢ 

Mr. Haywarp. We try to. 

Senator Monroney. I see. For the purpose of the record, I have 
placed this job description and the justification in the record previ- 
ously. 

Senator ScHorrreL. Are those photostatic copies of the actual 
records ¢ 

Senator ~Monroney Photostatic copies with the signatures at- 
tached. This is apparently the writeup by the CAA Personnel Office, 
and apparently then the covering letter. I don’t believe it would be 
unduly éncumbering the record. $15 000, I believe, is the proper 
salary, is that correct—no, I am sorry, what is the salary a 

Mr. Haywarp. It is a grade 17. I believe it is $13,9 

Senator Monroney. Now, how many super civil-service i does 
this make since the creation of this new one that the Department of 
Commerce has allocated to it? 

Mr. Haywarp. Are you speaking of the total number in the Gov- 
ernment ? 

Senator Monroney. No, the total number in Commerce. 

Mr. Haywarp. I couldn’t answer that right now accurately. 1 
would have to get that information from the records. 

Senator Monroney Would you get that and also the number of 
super civil-service grades now allocated to the Civil Aeronautics Ad- 
ministration with the vac ancy yet to be filled or unfilled, apparently 
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from your testimony, at the discretion of and the term of Mr. Roths- 
child. 

Now, am I correct in that asumption ? 

Mr. Hayrwarp. No, I didn’t say that. It certainly could be filled by 
the Administrator also or it could be filled by 

Senator Monroney. Well, it would have to clear you if it was filled 
by the Administrator. 

Mr. Haywarp. Well, yes. 

Senator Monroney. Would there be any difference in the way you 
would look at it if it was cleared by the Administrator if it was cleared 
by the Under Secretary of Commerce ? 

Mr. Haywarp. No, there would be no difference in the way I 
looked at it, if it came up there, certified by the Administrator. I 
wouldn’t look behind that. 

Senator Monroney. Either one would have the authority and the 
concern of the filling of this super civil-service grade which is now 
allocated to Commerce, but vacant; is that correct ? 

Mr. Haywarp. You must remember, Senator, that when it came 
down to me from the Under Secretary through the Assistant Secre- 
tary, I still contacted CAA. 

Senator Monronery. But did you talk to Mr. Lee, the man most—— 

Mr. Haywarp. I talked to his representative. It isn’t the normal 
thing for me to talk to Mr. Lee on a situation of this kind. 

Senator Monronry. You mean it would be like Gimbel’s talking to 
Macy’s¢ 

Mr. Haywarp. No, I would deal with his administrative man, his 
top administrative man who is one of his assistants. 

Senator Monroney. I see. But if this job were to be filled—and 
we have been operating since December 12 with this hole, you might 
say, in the administrative structure of CAA since it was so necessary 
to create this super civil-service grade—I would like to know who 
makes the command decision on filling it. 

Mr. Haywarp. I don’t know who would make this decision, sir, in 
this particular case. You are asking me to forecast something that 
! just can’t project. 

Senator Monronry. Would you have any review over the need ! 
Would you reexamine the need for filling it ? 

Mr. Flaywarp. If it came from the Administrator, or it came from 
a higher officer I would not review it because there had been a deputy 
there before and I don’t think it is in my bailiwick to question their 
judgment. 

Senator Monroney. In other words, if it comes from high enough 
up, the personnel man hasn’t got any right to make any determina- 
tion on it as to its continual needs / 

Mr. Haywarp. No, I wouldn't say that was the general thing. If 
we found something wrong we would certainly discuss it, but we are 
talking about a particular position here and on this particular posi- 
tion my answer is “No,” I wouldn’t question it. 

Senator Monroney. Now let me ask you if a man was going into a 
position under you in CAA for the highly technical and secret air 
navigation work and things of that kind that is alw ays going on in 
the Department, would he be employed before a sec urity, check will 
be run on him ¢ 
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Mr. Haywarp. No,sir. 

Senator Monroney. I believe you are in charge of the security setup / 

Mr. Haywarp. No, sir, that is the Security Control Officer. 

Senator Monronry. Would he be employed while a security check 
was in progress ? ; 

Mr. Haywarp. No, sir, not if it was on a job on which we required 
clearance. 

Senator Monroney. All jobs now require security clearance? 

Mr. Haywarp. Not every one. 

Senator Monroney. But most of them? 

Mr. Haywarp. Most of them. 

Senator Monronry. Certainly those dealing with the highly tech- 
nical phases and secret work going on in air navigation, radar, and 
controls of that kind, would require clearance, is that right? 

Mr. Haywarp. That is correct. 

Senator Monronrry. At the time Mr. Lowen—I want to especially 
say that there is no question and no point in the examination in any- 
thing having to do with the loyalty and dedication to the Constitu- 
tion and all of those things that Mr. Lowen stands for. There is no 
question in the Chairman’s mind on this. It is merely the compliance 
with policy and I am merely asking, and I believe you have testified 
that ordinarily no one would be employed in a sensitive position until 
the security check had been complied with. 

Mr. Haywarp. That is right. 

Senator Monronrey. Do you know whether Mr. Lowen’s security 
check, when it was completed ? 

Mr. Haywarp. I don’t know when. I know that we had a security 
clearance before he was employed, before he entered on duty. 

Senator Monroney. Did he not enter on duty on May 2, 1955, in 
the position of consultant ? 

Mr. Haywarp. That is correct. 

Senator Monronry. And he was cleared somewhere between the 
middle of April and May 2? 

Mr. Hayrwarp. I don’t know the date he was cleared but he would 
not be on duty unless he had been cleared and I am sure he was cleared. 

Senator Monroney. Would you supply for the record the dates 
that he went on duty as consultant ? 

Mr. Haywarp. May 2. 

Senator Monroney. May 2 is the timetable we have. And the date 
that his. clearance was requested, and the date that it was received. 
I am very glad to know that these security clearances can be expedited 
because I have heard of a great many cases where it has dragged on 
for a long, long time and the fact that they can be rushed through 
shows maybe that there is much to be gained by using this as a 
precedent to show that other ordinary Government employees may 
likewise expect and may receive a faster action on their clearance. 

Mr. Haywarp. Well, I think a lot of that depends, Senator, on 
whether the individual had a previous secret clearance that they 
ean go back to. Then it does not ake them as long a time. I don’t 
know whether that is true in this case. 

Senator Monroney. I do know some of them have dragged on for 
a year where men have held highly secret positions in the State 
Department under the Truman administration. 
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Maybe since he did not serve under the Truman administration 
they did not find it necessary to dig very deeply. It seems that always 
throws up a flag where additional security clearance under the present 
security system is necessary. 

Mr. Haywarp. I will provide the dates you ask for. 

Senator Monronry. Where are the justifications for the creation of 
the consultant ? 

Now I presume that that was a position that had not previously 
existed ? 

Mr. Haywarp. No. 

Senator Monroney. It ismy understanding of Mr. Lee’s testimony— 
let me brief you out because you might not hi ave been here that day- 
was that he was introduced, I believ ‘ve, to Mr. Lowen, at about noon, 
and the record will show that date. 

Will you get that date for me from the first day’s hearings, about 
noon, and I think by morning of the next day the position of consultant 
had been created and that Mr. Lowen was then employed. 

The timetable here, I might say, shows that Mr. Lowen was appointed 
consultant on May 2. Now I perhaps could be in error by about a 
day or two. 

You have from the 27th when you asked to reestablish the position, 
[ presume that was about the time Mr. Lowen arrived in Washington 
until he was appointed on May Zasa consultant. 

Do you have the job writeup on that ¢ 

Mr. Haywarp. I have it, if you wish. 

Senator Monronery. Do you have an extra copy on that ¢ 

Mr. Haywarp. Well, 1 will give you this one. ‘That position was set 
up as an interim position while we were procuring the authority to 
reestablish the Deputy Administrator position. 

Senator Monronry. Now that was signed by whom, it was signed 
by Mr. Lee apparently and by Mr. H. E. Dixon, Chief of the C lassifi- 
cation Division, is that right 

Mr. Haywarp. That is right: ves, sir. 

Senator Monroney. And the salary I believe was $50 per day? 

Mr. Haywarp. Right. 

Senator Monroney. Is that correct ¢ 

Mr. Haywarp. Yes. 

Senator Monroney. Now does that include Saturdays or Sundays 
or is he just a consultant only 5 daysa week ¢ 

Mr. Haywarp. This happened to be when actually employed. I 
think it was 5 days a week. 

Senator Monroney. And the initials H. KE. D—R. H. E. Dixon 
signed on April 2, 1955, as Chief of the Classification Division, is that 
right? 

Mr. Haywarp. That is right. 

Senator Monroney. Is he Chief of the CAA Classification Division ¢ 

Mr. Haywarp. That is right, yes. 

Senator Monroney. I see. 

Since this is brief I will read it into the record : 


Serves as consultant to the Administrator of the Civil Aeronautics Administra 
tion, advising him on matters affecting all phases of CAA operations and manage- 
ment, reviews proposals and recommendations covering changes in policy, plans, 
and programs which had been presented to or may be suggested to the Admin 
istrator. These matters are not limited to those affecting the internal operations 
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but cover any and all aspects of CAA’s role in civil aviation, domestic as well as 
international. 

Advises the Administrator concerning the technical implications of such pro- 
posals and recommendations and furnishes him with information which will 
aid him in making decisions—that is, advises the Administrator and furnishes 
him with information which will enable him in making decisions formulating 
policy and long-range plans and programs. 

Telephonic authority to allocate from Mr. R. L. Cox, April 2, 1955. 

Mr. Haywarp. May 2 

‘Sen: itor Monr tONEY. | be your pardon, you are correct. 

So this was done by te lephone ¢ ? 

Mr. Haywarp. Yes, Mr. Cox on there, the telephonic authority was 
from Mr, Cox of my own office. Mr. Cox is Chief of Classification. 

Senator Monronry. Do you remember whether that was the same 
day or the day after or how many — intervened after the discussion 
as tothe Deputy Administrator and the new civil-service grade before 
these papers were filled out for consultant 

Mr. Haywarp. I think it must have been somewhere around 10 days 

or 2 weeks if I am correct in my assumption that the first conversations 
on this were somewhere around the middle or toward the end of April. 

Senator Monronry. As I recall, Mr. Lee met his new deputy by 
introduction about noon and by the next day if I recall the testimony 
correctly, he found himself with a consultant soon to be deputy ad- 
ministrator who was to advise the Administrator concerning technical 
and execute implications of air navigation, and so forth, and furnish- 
ing him with information that would aid him in making decisions 
formulating policy and approving long-range plans and programs. 

If I also remember the testimony correctly, Mr. Lee said he scarcely 
saw Mr. Lowen but that he was working under the Under Secretary of 
Conmerce and not under the Administrator of CAA. 

Mr. Haywarp. Well, Ll would not know about those conversations. 

Senator Monronry. You could not be held responsible for whether 
Mr. Rothschild would legally have the right to direct, instead of Mr. 
Lee, the services of the new consultant soon to be Deputy Adminis- 
trator, is that right ? 

Mr. Haywarp. Well, this consultant as I understood it, was to be 
under the direction of Mr. Lee. 

Senator Monronery. That is what the writeup says. 

Mr. Haywarp. That was my understanding. 

Senator Monronry. But Mr. Lee’s testimony was that he was not. 
That can’t be your responsibility / 

Mr. Haywarp. No, sir. 

Senator Monronry. But you served as a communication belt to 
transmit this from Mr. Rothschild on the consultant position, who 
directed you to ask for the papers of CAA on that ? 

Mr. Haywarp. On the consultant ? 

Senator Monronery. Yes. You testified that Mr. Rothschild asking 
Mr. Moore, Mr. Moore asking you, and you asking Mr. Dixon on the — | 
super-civil-service grade which was to be a permanent job. 

Now what I want to know is about this interim consultant job that 
spanned the space of time that the paperwork was necessary to go 
through, who directed you on that ? 

Mr. Haywarp. That came through the same channel, through the 

Under Secretary, through the Assistant Secretar y tor Administration. 

Senator Monronry. Mr. Lee—vyou never talked to Mr. Lee about 
that ¢ 
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Mr. Haywarp. Not tomy knowledge. 

Senator Monronry. Mr. Lee never asked for a consultant ? 

Mr. Haywarp. Had not asked me. 

Senator Monroney. You had seen no papers on it? 

Mr. Haywarp. Not prior to these. 

Senator Monroney. Not prior to this / 

Mr. Haywarp. Not prior to this paper from Mr. Lee here. 

Senator Monronry. That is Mr, Lee’s signature on the paper, but is 
that normal procedure, that it comes down that way for consultant, 
or to come up from the Department needing it up through you to Mr. 
Moore, to Mr. Rothschild for the employment of consultant ? 

Mr. Haywanp. I would not say that is what is generally done but 
there are a number of situations like that. 

Senator MonroNey. But now how many ! 

Mr. Haywarp. I don’t think I could tell you how many. [I would 
say that goes on 2 or 3 times a month anyway. 

Senator Monroney. You mean that it comes down from the top, 
vou would say 2 or 3 times a month from the top ? 

Then how many times a month does it come up from the bottom ¢ 

Mr. Haywarp. Not necessarily from the top. 

Senator Monroney. But not from the agency but it comes from the 
supervising agency down to employ addition: il help ? 

Mr. Haywarp. Well, that is not very often. 

Sentor Monroney. It is very seldom. 

Mr. Haywarp. That is right. 

Senator Monronry. Well, how m: iny times would you say, a large 
number of times these requests for consultants and additional con 
sultants come from the agency ¢ 

Mr. Haywarp. Quite a few times. 

Senator Monroney. Many, many more times é 

Mr. Haywarp. Yes. 

Senator Monroney. So this was not within the ordinary pattern 
at least of the request for additional help / 

Mr. Haywarp. Except that it is not something really unusual. It 
1appens ever so often. 

Senator Monroney. In this administration / 

Mr. Haywarp. Yes, sir. 

Senator Monroney. You have not had experience with other ad 
ministrations 4 

Mr. Haywarp. Well, of course, I have not— 

Senator Monronry. Well, you were director of personnel I believe 

n WPB? 

Mr. Haywarp. I was about to come to that. I have had plenty of 
cases like this in the War Production Board. 

Senator Payne. So it is nothing unusual, is it, Mr. Hayward? 

Mr. Haywarp. I would not say it was really unusual. It is not too 
often. I would consider it rare. 

Senator Monroney. I see. You would not consider it usual at any 
rate. 

Now this required no authority or anything of that sort from the 
Civil Service Commission to put on this consultant, did it / 

Mr. Haywarp. No, we had authority as long it it met the proper re- 
quirements to allocate it ourselves. 
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Senator Monronry. I see. Did you have another question / 

Senator Payne. No. 

Senator Monroney. Senator Schoeppel ? 

Senator ScCHOEPPEL. No questions at this time. 

Senator Monronry. This was on the first day, January 4. I was 
questioning Mr. Lee about the organization that he had set up for 
the Assistant Administrators and I said: 

So the policymaking—you were the one politically appointed policymaking 
head, and from then it went straight into career service of technical competence 
and experience, and because of your long service in CAA, you did not feel the 
need for another politically appointed official in the superstructure of Civil 
Aeronautics Administration, is that correct? 

Mr. Ler. That is correct, yes. 

I did not know about the appointment of my deputy until one morning about 
11 o’clock when I got a phone call from Mr. Rothschild who said. “I am 
sending over your new deputy.” 

Senator MONRONEY. You did not know the position had been created? 

Mr. Ler. Well, I knew there had been some talk about setting up a new deputy 
position, but I didn’t know that——— 

Senator Monroney. Had you been in on the conferences on the setting up of 
ene 
Mr. Ler. Actually, the position had not been created as such. This individual 
had to take a job as a consultant for a period of a few weeks until the deputy 
position was established. 

Senator Monroney. From the time you were notified—I believe you said at 
noon—how long was it before your consultant, soon-to-be-deputy, was placed on 
the payroll? 

Mr. Lee. He was placed on the payroll immediately. He came over and saw 
me within half an hour. 


Senator Payne. What was the date of that, please ¢ 

Senator Monroney. May 2. 

Senator Payne. Then let me ask this question: 

I have just observed, that you are going to put this into the record. 
In fairness all of the way through let’s make sure we have this accurate. 

Senator Monronrey. Y es. 

Senator Payne. If I understood Fred Lee’s testimony it was the 
fact that he had no knowledge of the creation of this job. 

Senator Monronry. No, I would like to have you see it yourself. 

Senator Payne. Let me read it. 

Now it says here: 

1 did not know about the appointment of my deputy until one morning about 11 
o'clock when I got a phone call from Mr. Rothschild who said, “I am sending 
over your new deputy.” 

Senator Monroney. You did not know the position had been created? 

Mr. Lee. Well, I knew there had been some talk about setting up a new deputy 
position, but I didn’t know that— 
and so forth—— 

Senator Payne. Now, Mr. Chairman, this thing here, and I have got 
to assume this is the signature of Fred Lee. 

If you are referring to May 2, there had been some talk about the 
creation of this job. — Fred was certainly under oath and I for- 
give him for this because I do not expect any man to remember dates. 
and so forth, but if I can read this very well, the date on which he 
signed this thing here with reference to establishing this position was 
Apr il 26, 1955. 

Senator Monroney. That is exactly what the chairman is trying to 
find out. 








; 
f 


STUDY OF CIVIL AERONAUTICS ADMINISTRATION 153 


Senator Payne. That is well in advance of May 2. 

Senator Monroney. That is what we are try ing to find out, because 
Mr. Lee’s testimony that he met him at noon- 

Senator Payne. On what day ? 

Senator Monroney. That is where the committee flubbed, and ap- 
parently we did not get the exact date of the meeting of the Adminis- 
trator with his new deputy. 

Senator Payne. Well, what day did he go on as the consultant 4 

Senator Monroney. The record shows he went on on May 2, was 
appointed consultant which was the date apparently when all paper- 
work was done. 

Senator Payne. All right, there could be the inference then that 
he got a call saying he was sending over his new deputy and then the 
testimony goes on and says that there had been a report to the effect. 
that this job was being created. 

I submit, Mr. C hairman, that form carrying the specification of the 
iob has the signature of F red Lee and was signed as of April 26. 

Senator Monroney. That is right, and what we are trying to do 
is to pinpoint these date and Mr. Lee will be back on the stand this 
morning. 

Senator Payne. How are you going to pinpoint them any more 
clearly than that? 

Senator Monroney. Well, he does not remember the exact date. 
We have this from the staff which is approximately the timetable 
of the paperwork. I think Mr. Lee, when he comes back on the 
stand, since he has been accurate on date, perhaps not quite as ac 
curate back there before the desire to obtain his resignation was ev! 
denced, but I think that this is within a matter of the 27th, 28th, 
29th, 30th, 31st, and 1st and 2d. It is within the matter of a week. 

Senator Payne. Please understand I am not in any way question 
ing Fred’s testimony on that. That is a matter of memory and 
memory can be pretty vague when a number of months have elapsed. 
You can’t get down to days. When the reference is in there very 

clearly to the fact that he got this call and the new deputy was coming 
over to meet him, which was the first time he had known anything 
about it; and then in the very next period of questioning it refers 
to the fact that when you said something about the new position and 
he said there had been some reports of a new position being created, 
and if this is May 2—as I have to assume it is as of this moment 
because that is the day when Lowen apparently went to work on this 
thing as a consultant, then certainly Fred Lee’s signature as of 
April 96 throws out that particular portion of the testimony. Which, 
if it is true, I think is perfectly all right and I just think out of fairness 
to Fred it ought to be corrected on the record because any man’s mem 
ory ean slip on a think like this. 

Senator Monroney. But the whole time between the time Lowen 
vas appointed consultant was May 2 as an interim position, awaiting 
the clearance by the Civil Service ¢ ommission to set up this new 
supergrade civil-service job and the chairman was questinoning to find 
out how immediate was this sudden need for Mr. Lowen’s services 
and how quickly it was filled that it could not wait for the paperwork 
to be done by the Civil Service Commission, but we had to have a 
separate consultation, a separate consultant appointed during that 
interim period who was supposed to advise the Administrator. 
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Senator Payne. Well, of course, Mr. Chairman, I go back to what 
I said and forgive me please for harping on this thing, but I go back 
to what I said a few days ago. 

If these things are relevant, if they point up clearly that the De- 
partment of Commerce has acted illegally in any way in carrying 
out their administrative and executive functions and contrary to the 
law as laid down by the Congress, I am perfectly willing to sit here 
and listen to the thing for weeks, as long as we can get down to basic 
facts and point it out, but if we are on a strict fishing expedition 
here, I am just not interested. 

I have other committee assignments to attend to. I have things 
of more importance and cert: ainly nobody yet has proven to me any- 
where along the line that the Secretary of Commerce under the 
reorganization act is not charged with the responsibility of the direc- 
tion and supervision of the CAA or the Administrator. 

Senator Monronery. There is no question about that, but I will 
recall another reorganization act which happens to be the legislative 
reorganization act and one of the great demands of the public for 
the passage of that act was the legislative surveillance of the properly 
constituted executive agencies to be answerable to a continuing study 
of their operations in the interest of efficiency and economy by the 
properly constituted senatorial committee charged with that juris- 
diction. I recall specifically that one of the great demands for the 
passage of that act was on that point. In investigating the ouster 
of Fred Lee these things. I believe, are pertinent to not only the ouster 
of Mr. Lee and their circumstances but also are pertinent to the gen- 
eral legislative surveillance authority that is granted to the Congress 
and properly so by the legislative reorganization act. 

Senator Payne. I would agree if there is anything that can be 

displayed here that the Department under the provisions of law as 
samen by the Congress has in any way violated the intent of the 
(Congress in per forming its functions. 

Senator Monronry. We are not seeking to prove illegality. Many 
of the things, in fact most of the things, that cause wasted money or 
lost motion or add to complications in administrative procedure are 
legal but whether they are within sound business practice and sound 
practice as a governmental agency is to keep them in step with the acts 
passed and the committee in charge of this vested that power con- 
tinually in the proper senatorial and House committees. It is within 
that framework that I think we do have a right to inquire as to the 
speed with which Mr. Lowen became attached to the payroll, where 
no need had previously been shown to exist, and how suddenly Mr. 
Lee was informed that he was to have a new deputy without prior 
consultation as the record shows. 

Now I have no further questions to ask at this time of Mr. Hayward, 
and I certainly don’t want to monopolize these hearings. I would 
invite any questions that you may have to amplify it while he is now 
on the stand, and if not any further questions then we would like 
to have Mr. Lee clear up this matter and also one other matter regard- 
ing the appropriation request by the CAA for air control. 

Senator ScnHorrret. Now, Mr. Chairman, I have checked the Sen- 
ate hearings under H. R. 6367 in the Department of Commerce and 
related agencies. 
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Senator Monroney. What date, Senator f 

Senator Scnorepren. This is the year ending June 30-—— 

Senator Monroney. I mean the ‘i ite of the hearings. 

Senator ScHorpren. It is for 1956. They opened | on May 24. 

Senator Monroney. 1955? 

Senator SCHOEPPEL. 1956. 

Now since we are talking about and have had testimony on the 
position establishment, since some question has been raised as to the 
Congress’ position, it was rather interesting to,me, in going back rather 
hurriedly, to find out what the re ‘disclosed before the Senate 
Appropriations Committee. On page 436 of the Senate Hearings 
before the Subcommittee of the Committee on Appropriations of the 
United States Senate, 84th Congress, the first session on H. R. 6367 
which makes appropriation for the ‘Department of Commerce and 
related agencies, the chairman, who at that time was IT think Mr 
Bridges, said : 

I talked with Mr. Rothschild the other day about the position of deputy ad 
ministrator of Civil Aeronautics Administration. Since that time 2 or 3 Sena 
tors have spoken to me about it and I checked. 

Mr. LEE. No, sir. 

Senator BriveeEs. There is a job of that title. 

Mr. Lee. The job is being established, I believe, at the present time but there 
has not been one in the recent past. 

Senator Bripges. The checking that I did indicates that it was not ineluded 

the Bureau of the Budget recommendations, is that correct, Mr. Lee? 

Mr. Lee. That is correct, Senator. 

Senator BripGes. It is not included in what you are asking this committee for. 

Mr. LEE. No, sir, the job I believe is being established at the present time but 
vas not established at the time of the preparation of these estimates or the 
original justification before the House. 

Senator BripGes. My point is that I heard that it was going to be established, 
his Deputy Administrator of Civil Aeronautics. It came to my attention first 
because of a person who was interested in the job but looking into it. 

As long as it is not recommended by the Bureau of the Budget and considering 
that you have gotten along without it all of these years there is a question in 
my mind whether you should create a top job after we have gotten along over 
the years without that position. 

I will admit that the matter came to my attention when a person called me 
and was interested in the job. But upon looking into it, when I find it is not 
recommended by the Bureau of the Budget and it is not in the appropriations I 
ask whether or not a creation of a top job like that is justified. 

Mr. RoruHscHILp. May I say a word on that subject, Senator Bridges? 

Senator Bripces. Certainly. 

Mr. RoruscHiLp. We have just had a most vivid demonstration of the need for 
that job. Mr. Lee unfortunately has been out for about a month with an opera- 
tion and in my contact with the office there has been less than a satisfactory 
amount of assistance getting responses to inquires that have come from Sena- 
tors to me that I have in turn relayed to them. There has been less than an 
adequate operation in other areas where information is needed. 

Certainly any shop which has 15,000 or more people in it should not be headed 
by one single person whose sole responsibility it is to make all of these deci- 
sions and on whom all of this responsibility rests. 

He has to have an alter ego to be there when he is out of town, or incapacitated, 
or engaged in something else. This is the largest establishment in the Depart- 
ment of Commerce, and many of the smaller ones have deputies, and we find that 
they are most necessary and useful. 

CAA did at one time have a Deputy Administrator. It is only recently that they 
have not had one. We are simply going back to a pattern which was previously 
established. 

Senator HoLLanp. When was the position established ? 











156 STUDY OF CIVIL AERONAUTICS ADMINISTRATION 


Mr. Lee. The position has not been in effect for about 2 years, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator HoL_Lanp. Was it active up to the time you were appointed Adminis- 
trator, Mr. Lee? 

Mr. Ler. I was Deputy Administrator, Mr. Chairman. 


Now, turning to page 438: 


Senator HoLLANnp. I thought I recalled that. 

You became Administrator, and the Deputy Administrator position has no 
been filled since. 

Mr. Lee. No, sir. 

Senator Brinces. Do you have an Assistant Administrator? 

You do, do you not? 

Mr. Lee. There are two Assistant Administrators. One for operations and 
one for administration. There is a third one who is involved in planning and 
development. 

Senator HoLLaANp. Where would the deputy be, Mr. Rothschild? 

Mr. RorHscHILp. He would come between the Administrator and the Assistant 
Administrators. 

Senator Ho_taNp. He would not be confined. It would be his duty assisting 
the Administrator to keep in touch with all phases of administration and be 
directly answerable to the Administrator. 

Mr. RoruscuHI.p. From my experience in Maritime, Mr. Chairman, I attempted 
to operate and did operate for a year without a deputy and found it a totally un- 
satisfactory position, and filled the job of deputy with a good result. 

Senator HoLtanp. How long had the deputy’s position been operative and in 
force prior to the time that it was discontinued or at least temporarily discon- 
tinued at the time you became Administrator, Mr. Lee? 

Mr. LEEr. I believe the position was established for the first time about 1948 
and then it was continued until 1952 or 1953. 


Now we go to the position abolished. 


Senator Potter. How was it abolished, Mr. Lee? 

Mr. Lee. Well, the deputy’s functions were distributed between the Assistant 
Administrator for Operations and the Assistant Administrator for Admin- 
istration. 

Senator Porrer. In other words, when you moved from deputy to Adminis- 
trator, two assistants to your position were created that had not been created 
in the past; is that right? 

Mr. Lee. That is correct; yes, sir. 

Senator Potter. And the office of deputy was then discontinued? 

Senator HoLtanp. Were these changes made by internal administrative rulings 
or by acts of Congress? : 

Mr. Ler. By internal administrative rulings, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator HoLianp. Then they are reflected in the budget so that the appro- 
priations recognize these new proceedings. 

Mr. LEE. Yes, sir. 

Senator HoLtianp. As far as the present situation is concerned any decision 
now within the organization to recreate the office of deputy would be imme- 
diately reflected in an adjustment of the way the appropriation is to be used 
without requiring legislative action, is that correct? 

Mr. Lee. Well, it would certainly be within the total requested. There would 
be no increase for this particular position. 

Senator HoLianp. In other words you do not expect to reflect any change in 
the amount of the budget at all? 

Mr. Leg. No increase, sir. 


Going to page 439, we have: 


Senator HoLianp. But you do plan to recreate the position that has been 
temporarily discontinued for the last 2 years or more in order to regain that 
position in your organization? 

Mr. Ler. Yes, sir. 

Senator HoLLtanp. Speaking without too much knowledge of the situation, it 
seems to me that that decision would be thoroughly wise and that the fact that 
one man is operating to beyond his strength and beyond the help that the good 


f 


a 
I 


th 


in 


W 


an) 


RE A RR 


STUDY OF CIVIL AERONAUTICS ADMINISTRATION 157 


Lord gives him is apt to be manifest in this organization like any other. It is 
much more apt to come in an organization where people are overworked which 
seemed to be the case in this organization. 

I thought because some question came up about this position estab- 
lishment—and by reason of the fact that maybe one department of 
the Congress, the Civil Service Committee, and other related activi- 
ities might have the feeling that maybe other members of a committee 
of the Congress did not know about some of these things—I thought 
it was well at this juncture to have this actual proceedings in the 
record. 

Senator Monronry. Well, I want to thank the distinguished Sena- 
tor from Kansas for helping clarify this so pointedly. 1 think it 
is Interesting to note that the request for the reestablishment of the 
Deputy Administrator position was made to Civil Service Commis- 
sion and Justified by Commerce and by the CAA personnel poople 
on April 27, 1955, that the explanation to the Congress was made on 
June 1, 1955, after the papers had long since been deposited with 
Civil Service. 

Furthermore, I thank the distinguished Senator from Kansas for 

eading the testimony which, aside from a casual “Yes” every once in 

. while to the question by Mr. Lee who was being given the deputy, 
th: it the motivation of the whole appointment and the justification 
comes from Mr. Rothschild. Mr. Rothschild, 2 or 3 times in the record, 
at considerable length, spells out how badly Mr. Lee needs the deputy, 
but only on answers to direct questions, most of them dealing with in- 
ternal organization, does Mr. Lee say “Yes, sir,” and he clearly ex- 
plains that the duties that had been performed by him a s Deputy 
Administrator under the old reorganization were no Jonger in his 
mind, necessarily. 

In answer to Senator Bridges’ question, he said he not only had 1 
Assistant but he had 3 Assistant Administrators— 1 for operations and 
| for administration,—and that a third one is involved in planning and 
development. 

So by reshifting the internal organization of men who have already 
been employed and were employed, these men were given additional 
responsibilities to take up whatever duties the deputy might perform. 

I certainly agree that the Appropriations Committee on June | was 
advised of it—then in progress which went beyond the Presidential 
hudget request and did come to the Senate Appropriations and explain 
that they were asking this. 

Again I say it is not the purpose of the chairman’s line of yuestion- 
ing to say there was not legal authority for it. 

Many things are legal which might not in the long run prove to be 
good governmental policy. 

Do you have any further questions of Mr. Hayward ? 

Senator ScHorepre.. I have no further questions, thank you. 

Senator Monroney. If not, we will dismiss you for the time being. 
We would appreciate it if you would be available to the Committee 
and to supply without further negotiations with the Secret: ry of 
Commerce the matters we have requested you to submit to us. 

Mr. Haywarp. I will do so. 


79097—H6 11 
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(Mr. Hayward’s letter follows :) 


DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE, 
OFFICE OF PERSONNEL MANAGEMENT, 
Washington 25, January 11, 1956. 
Hon. A. S. Mike MoNnRONEY, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Aviation of the Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce Committee, United States Scnate, Washington, D. C. 

Dear SENATOR Monroney: At the time of my testimony before your subcom- 
mittee on January 10, 1956, you asked that I furnish certain information to your 
subcommittee. I am happy to comply with your request. 

The first item concerned the number of applications the Department of Com- 
merce had received as a result of the vacancy referral system instituted by the 
Department at the request of the Assistant to the Assistant to the President. 

You next asked the number of such applications channeled by the Department 
of Commerce to its various constituent groups and the number of individuals 
employed by grade as a result of the referrals. The attached table gives this 
information. You indicated to me that you wanted this information if its assem- 
bly did not involve a lengthy study. The table, therefore, represents the best 
possible tabulation from our present record and can be considered substantially 
correct. Greater accuracy would require a very time-consuming effort. 

You also asked the date upon which the Department of Commerce requested 
the Civil Aeronautics Adminstration to reestablish the position of Deputy Admin- 
istrator of Civil Aeronautics. As I indicated to you in my testimony I did aut 
believe that there was a record of this date. After discussion with officials of the 
Civil Aeronautics Administration and members of my staff, I am unable to 
determine the exact date on which the request was made. It is our combined 
opinion, however, that the request was made some time around April 20, 1955. 

I have attached a second table which gives the number of supergrades in the 
Department of Commerce and the number of supergrades in the Civil Aeronautics 
Administration as of January 3, 1956. 

Concerning the date of the request to the security control officer for security 
clearance on Charles J. Lowen, Jr., to which you referred, I find that I made 
this request to the Security Control Officer on April 27, 1955. The request was 
granted on April 29, 1955. This was an oral interim clearance, which was cou- 
firmed by memorandum dated May 5, 1955. 

If you or your staff have further questions concerning the information furn- 
ished herewith or if I may be of further service in other respects, please feel to 
call upon me. 

Sincerely yours, 
CARLTON HAYWARD, 
Director of Personnel. 


TasLe No. 1.—Department of Commerce—Office of Personnel Management 
Number of applications received as result of Vacancy Referral System- 216 


Number of applications channeled to constituent units of the Depart- 
ment: 


Bureau of the Census Sith a ae a ca tan ae ae ep Ta ae 63 
Ieee ENC  PRnDIRNE™ PRU 52s ke 12 
Civil Acronautics Administration... ..=...2<- ccc cecce ecu es ss 50 
RODIN A NACe RRS R A RNAV i ee cra ] 
puree am UN MRR ON INOW i pclae eccrine 1 
I a ec 28 
Aen an ES nes ae el ee oe See ee es 4 
Pan RANE CUB APINOINWS “050 CO UMUNCMDE UNI oo i creme ee 9 
EEE AONE SE, | 9 
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Number of referred persons subsequently employed (by grade) 





Grade Salary No. employed 

GS-2 — hatpenthns SE 2, 960 | 2 
GS-3... nate ; do 3, 175 | 16 
GS a ; a‘ Rachataed : do_. 3, 415 | 2 
GS-5...- ‘ 4 do 3, 670 1 
GS-6...- do-_.. 4, O80 1 
GS-7. do 4, 525 4 
GS-9... ; do 5, 440 | 3 
GS-11 — do 6, 390 3 
GS-12 do 7, 570 3 
GS-13... do 8, 990 4 
GS-14... do 10, 320 | 3 
GS-15... ’ do 11,610 | 3 

CUSTODIAL POSITIONS 
CPC-2 : ‘ per annum 2, 600 I 
CPC-3.. 7 ‘ do 2, 745 2 
WAGE BOARD POSITIONS 

W S-2 per hour 1.39 t 
WS-15...- 7“ on ‘ ...do 2. 01 l 
WS-17 site i . one eee do 2. 10 l 
Total__- ‘ 51 


TABLE No. 2.—Department of Commerce—Supergrades authorized as of 
January 3, 1956 


| Number authorized under clas- | Number authorized under 
Total sification Act Defense Production Act 
I ary organization units ‘number 


Total | GS-18 | GS-17 | GS-16 | Total | GS-18 | GS-17 | GS 


Office of Secretary. _-- 10 Pie 4 . 6 1 3 | 


” 
Of! of Business Eco- | j 
nomics. . 5 gaa j 1 DN iedtcaee tienes ge ‘ gare oie cblasload eee 
B iu of the Census. -- 5 5 1 1 3 3 i: 
( \eronautics Adminis- 
tration 6  tessewnue 1 Ot. 54504eu eiddnas te etapaaubbawkh 
B iu of Foreign Com- 
ree " 3 iP fatbaeios l l l L 
Maritime Administration_- 6 6 A Nicaccdaeeactieg 5 ‘ 
Patent Office { 4 1 3 
B 1 of Publie Roads 3 Shapes : a. 3 
Bi iu of Standards-- 5 5 1 l 3 f 
Weather Bureau 6 6 l l 4 
Bu sand Defense Serv- 
Administration 23 SB castagtpeiae ic wiashni 3 20 2 4 14 
Office Field Services__- 1 ras ae _— 1 inti 
Total einen 73 45 5 10 | 30 28 3 g | 17 
EPENDENT OFFICES \ 
Air Navigation Develop- 
ment Board ss > ] 2 2 iia ! 2 ees - { = 
Government Patents Board_}| 1 Rhee a 2 etn = 
Federal Maritime Board 1 \ 1 - 
Air Coordinating Com- } 
militias 35 ire ee J ie sre 1 es es = : 
PI hn 5 Givi mcnedteehainy 4 DB  essicentiacabin Bi Rreiectaes 


Senator Monronery. I would like to ask Mr. Lee to come back to 
the stand. 


Mr. Lee, state your name for the record, please. 
Mr. Ler. My name is Frederick B. Lee. 


Senator Monronry. You were formerly administrator of the Civil 
Aeronautics Administration ? 


Mr, Ler. Yes, Mr. Chairman, 
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Senator Monroney. The record will show that Mr. Lee is continuing 
under the oath previously administered to him in this hearing and that 
a quorum of the subcommittee is present. 

Mr. Lee, the question was raised and I think very properly so by 
my distinguished colleague from Maine as to the timetable which 
through i inadvertence the Chairman, and I expect counsel, overlooked 
in pinpointing the dates on which you were introduced to your soon 
to be deputy and even quicker to be consultant and I would like to 
ask if at that early time you had notations on what day that was. 

The record does not disclose it and I think it is rather material to 
the point in question, the suddenness with which you were given this 
additional help. 

Mr. Lee, Yes, Mr. Chairman. 

I would like to distinguish between the setting up of 2 job and the 
filling ofa job. My testimony with regard to meeting Mr. Lowen and 
having the announcement that he was to be my deputy was with regard 
to filling that job and that all occurred on May 2, 1955. 

Senator Monroney. That was the date that you were introduced to 
him, is that right ? 

Mr. Ler. That is correct, and that is the date that his position as con- 
sultant was established. 

Senator Monroney. In other words, you met him about noon, May 
2, from 11 o’clock to noon on May 2. 

Mr. Ler. From 11 o’clock to noon on May 2, and that is when I got 
the announcement from Rothschild; that he was to be taken on as 
deputy. 

Senator Monroney. You had heard mere rumors but nothing offi- 
cial from any of your superiors that you were to have a deputy ! 2 

Mr. Ler. I was talking particularly about filling the position. I 
thought it possible that one of the career officials in CAA might be 
promoted to that job. 

As I testified previously there had been dise _ prior to that time 
about the setting up of the Deputy position. I did not recall exactly 
the date at whic h the job description was signed and I see it was April 
26, but that is in direct line with my recollection that there had been 
previous considerations with regard to setting up this job. 

Now with regard to its being filled by Mr. Lowen, that was some- 
thing else again, and that all occurred on May 2 as I testified. 

Senator Monroney. Between 11 and 12? 

Mr. Ler. Some time around there, yes. 

Senator Monroney. And he was on the payroll then that afternoon ? 

Mr. Ler. Apparently so. 

Senator Monroney. Our record shows that Mr. Lowen was ap- 
pointed consultant May 2, 1955? 

Mr. Ler. Yes, sir. I signed the consultant position description on 
that date before I left for the hospital. 

Senator Monronry. And you were under the normal supervision 
that you received from above required to go along with those decisions 
ever though vou did not originate them or have any desire for them? 

Mr. Ler. That is right, yes. 

Senator Monroney. In other words, it would have been more or less 
insubordination had you been directed to employ Mr. Lowen as a 
consultant in this sudden appointment or in accepting him as a deputy 
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by refusing to sign the papers for a deputy. It would have been in- 
subordination and then would properly perhaps have been reason for 
matters leading up to demanding your resignation ¢ 

Mr. Ler. That could be. 

As I have previously testified I attempted to cooperate in every 
way with the Department of Commerce. 

Senator Monronry. You recognized their authority to make com- 
mand decisions on matters which the law properly gave them the final 
say in? 

Mr. Ler. That is right. 

Senator Moyronry. And that was one of the reasons I might say 
that the chairman of this subcommitee is sponsoring the bill which is 
a part of these hearings for the divorcement of CAA from the Depart- 
ment of Commerce. So that the man in charge of conducting air 
safety and air navigational aids and controls and things of that kind 
will not have to filter through or be a subordinate to and under the 
command of the Department of Commerce which is in general charge 
of our transportation as well as the weather bureau and many other 
things. 

Mr. Ler. Yes, sir, Mr. Chairman, I also would like to refer to my 
testimony on the first or second day in which I myself referred to the 
statement of Mr. Rothschild which was previously quoted in the hear- 
ings on the CAA appropriations before the first session of the 84th 
Congress, in which I stated that Mr. Rothschild had at that time stated 
a need which I did not feel existed, because I felt that the three assist- 
ants that I had were well qualified in all of the operations and adminis- 
tr ition and planning details of the CAA, and had satisfactorily con- 

ucted the business of the CAA. 

Senator Monroney. Now these were not new jobs in fact that wer 
added to the payroll in the creation of these three assistants, were 
they ¢ 

These were men who had been employed in CAA but who were given 
additional responsibilities under the reorganization which you per- 
fected as you became administrator ? 

Mr. Lez. As I recall it, the only new job that was created in calendar 
1953 was that of Assistant Administrator for Operations. 

Previously the Assistant Administrator for Administration had 
been in existence. 

[ would not wish to state exactly when the Assistant Administrator 
for Program Planning was created but I had had a somewhat similar 
position myself previously in the CAA. 

Senator Monroney. So there were no new ereat additions to the 
payroll ¢ 

Mr. Ler. Oh, no. 

Senator Monroney. These people were merely given additional 
responsibility ¢ 

Mr. Ler. That is right. 

Senator Monroney. And probably conducted many of their former 
Job duties as assistant administrators and assumed other responsibili- 
ties / : 

Mr. Lez. That is correct. 

Senator Monronry. Did they receive an increase, I assume they 
must have, in compensation for that? 
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Mr. Ler. Well, they are at present all grade 16. 

Senator Monronry. Now ts that a super civil service grade? 

Mr. Lee. Yes, sir. However, at the time I took position of Ad- 
ministrator they were not all grade 16. Again, I am not sure of the 
dates, but they were all previous employees in the CAA. Comparable 
positions had already been established which had additional au- 
thority given to them. 

Senator Monronry. Now in this as in your requests for appropria- 
tions, you operated under the broad umbrella of control of the Sec- 
retary of Commerce and the Under Secretary of Commerce ? 

Mr. Ler. That is right. 

Senator Monronry. And they had a right to veto without question 
any suggestions or policymaking decisions that you would attempt 
to make in your internal organization ? 

Mr. Ler. Yes, sir, they controlled it. 

Senator Monronry. As they had, properly I guess, under the 
organization, and again I am not trying to go beyond the scope of 
the legislative surveillance, the right to determine the final appro- 
priations that you were allowed to ask for or the : appropriations that 
finally were asked for of the President’s Budget Bureau, is that not 
correct ¢ 

Mr. Ler. Well, they certainly had authority to determine what 
should be submitted to the Bureau of the Budget. 

Senator Monroney. And as such then if they have that authority 
they must also share the responsibility for whatever reductions were 
made in certain requests made by you to the budget section of Com- 
merce ¢ 

Mr. Ler. Yes, sir. 

Senator Monronry. And it has been charged in the newspaper and 
elsewhere that the development of an adequate system of airways con- 
trol which the flying public and aviation people know is badly needed 
and which you have testified as to the need previously, that those 
airway appropriations you asked for from the Department of Com- 
merce. You submit what you think is needed to meet the existing 
situation, is that not correct ? 

Mr. Lee. That is right. 

Senator Monroney. And you also have to look ahead, do you not, a 
little bit in anticipating how long it takes. 

In other words, can you go out here off of a current appropriation 
and correct a situation immediately that needs to be corrected or 
expanded ¢ 

Mr. Lrr. Well, on new facilities, particularly the more complex 
ones which are required in today’s air navigation and traffic control 
systems, the delivery dates are well ahead. 

Radar sometimes takes as much as 36 months on delivery. 

Senator Monroney. A 3-year timelag to get the equipment after 
it is authorized to be purchased ? 

Mr. Ler. After the appropriation is approved, yes. 

Senator Monroney. And that is about as fast as it can be done / 

Do you drag your feet in placing the orders and in the paperwork 
or is that mostly time consumed in the mechanical construction of 
these facilities? 

Mr. Ler. The time consumed in the construction of facilities takes 
up the major part of that period. 
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I would say that deliveries average from 12 to 36 months on the 
more complex equipment. 

Senator Monroney. So if there is need for more adequate air con- 
trol in the future then as Administrator of CAA you felt it incum- 
bent upon yourself to ask for the appropriations necessary to build 
an adequate and safe airway control system, is that right / 

Mr. Ler. That is right, yes. 

Senator Monronry. What is the technical name for that / 

Mr. Ler. Well, it is the whole Federal airways system which in- 
cludes the air navigation and traffic control facilities and the funds 
to operate them. 

Senator Monronry. You were fully aware of the great increase in 
traffic density over our congested airports and of the great numbers 
being added to schedules by ‘the airlines, the increase in private flying, 
and the increase in executive and privately owned aircraft serving 
special duty ? 

Mr. Ler. Yes, we have seen 125 percent increase in our instrument 
flying in this country in 6 years. 

Now every year we did make forecasts of the future increases, 
forecasts which as far as civil traffic were pretty conservative and 
pretty much on the nose. 

The military aircraft operations increased, I must say, more than 
we antic ipated, due to the increase in instrument flying by the mili- 
tary services. 

Senator Monroney. Do you have to take into consideration both 
the civilian and the military in projecting your airways controls and 
facilities ? 

Mr. Ler. That is correct. 

Senator Monroney. Because they use your facilities 

Mr. Ler. Yes. It is a common system for both milit ary and civil 
aircraft, civil aircraft of all types I might say, scheduled air car- 
riers as well as small aircraft. 

Senator Monroney. That is right, and would you detail to the 
committee the requests that you made as Director of Civil Aeronautics 
Administration and waiving aside whatever veil of secrecy has pre- 
vailed under orders from the Secretary of Commerce or his Under 
Secretary, would you detail to this committee the amounts that you 
req iested of the Commerce Department to be included in the budget 
since you became Administrator and the amounts recommended by 
Commerce for appropriations to the Budget Bureau of the President 
and the amounts recommended by the P resident's Budget Bureau to 
the Commerce ¢ 

Mr. Ler. Well, Mr. Chairman, if I might start out by saying that 
every year we have estimates prepared covering the overall needs 
for new facilities for our airways system and other estimates for 
their operation. 

Every year we have gotten a policy letter from the Secretary of 
Commerce which sets forth the departmental policy with regard to 
the size of appropriation requests. 

Consequently in what we submitted to the Dep: irtment of Commerce 
we have always attempted to abide by the Secretary of Commerce’s 
policy and although each year we had sound requests of in excess 
of $40 million for new facilities, the estimates that we transmitted 
to the Department were less than that. 
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Senator Monronrey. In other words had there not been a budget 
ceiling imposed on what you might ask for for all of the CAA needs, 
a budget ceiling fixed by the Secretary of Commerce beyond which 
you were not supposed to go, you would have asked perhaps for more 
than you even asked for, is that right ¢ 

Mr. Ler. That is essentially correct, Mr. Chairman. The ceiling 
was not necessarily fixed in dollars and cents but it was a policy on 
the limitation of the estimates to be submitted. 

Senator Scnorrret. Mr. Chairman, I think before we get into this 
line of testimony it would be helpful to have in the record what 
actually has happened here over a period of years. It is not too 
detailed. But I would like to get it in the record. 

Senator Monroney. We would be very glad to have it. 

Senator Scnorprer. And for this reason: I want to go back. I 
just don’t want to take the last 2 or 3 years. I want to go back to 
1950 because I want to show by these records—since there are some 
of us on this committee this morning, and two other men who are 
not here by reason of duties that called them elsewhere—I just want 
to show now the operation and regulation of the Civil Aeronautics 
Administration and the history of the budget requests for appropria- 
tions in millions of dollars. 

For the years 1950 through 1956, under the heading submitted to 
the Secretary, then submitted to the Bureau of the Budget, then 
submitted to the Congress, and then finally appropriated, in that 
category they are as follows: 

In 1950, submitted to the Secret: ry, $125.4 million. 

Senator Monroney. That is for all Civil Aeronautics? 

Senator Scnoeprer. Civil Aeronautics operations and regulations, 

Senator Monronery. That is CAA’s request ? 

Senator Scnorerre.. Yes. 

Now, submitted to the Bureau of the Budget, $110.1 million. Sub- 
mitted to the Congress, $97.4 million. Appropriated by the Congress, 
$94.4 million. In 1951, submitted to the Secretary, $117.9 million; 
submitted to the Bureau of the Budget, $104.4 million; submitted to 
the Congress $104.3 million, appropriated by the Congress $98.5 
million. 

In 1952, submitted to the Secretary, $106.5 million, submitted to 
the Bureau of the Budget, $106 million; submitted to the Congress, 
$102.8 million, appropriated $99.1 million. 

In 1953, submitted to the Secretary, $111.1 million; submitted to 


the Bureau of the Budget, $112.4 million; submitted to the Congress, | 
$109 million, appropriated $105.6 million. 

1954, to the Secretary, $107 million; submitted to the Bureau of the | 
Budget, $105.5 million; submitted to the Congress, $105.5 mijlion, 


appropriated $105 million. 
1955, submitted to the Secretary, $109.3 million; submitted to the 


Bureau of the Budget, $100.6 million; submitted to the Congres3, 
$97.3 million, appropriated $98.1 million. 
1956, $117.7 million to the Secretary; to the Bureau of the Budget, $ 
$111.7 million; submitted to the Congress, $107.4 million, approp’. ‘ 
ated $106.8 million. by 0 
Now for the establishment of air navigation facilities for the same i g 
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submitted to the Bureau of the Budget $67.2 million, submitted ty 
the Congress, $42.2 million; ees iated $37.5 million. 

1951, submitted to the Secretary, $78.5 million, submitted to the 
Buresu of the Budget $48.7 million, submitted to the Congress $45.5 
million, appropriated $19 million. 

in 1952, submitted to the Secretary $39.1 million, to the Bureau of 
the Budget, $39.1 million, to the C ongres s $24.4 million, appropriated 
$10.5 million. 

In 1953, submitted to the Secretary, $35.5 million, to the Bureau of 
the Budget, $18.5 million, to the Congress, $15.1 million, appropriated 
310 million. 

1954, submitted to the Secretary $13 million, submitted to the 
Bureau of the Budget $7 million, submitted to Congress $7 million, 
appropriated $7 million. 

In 1955, submitted to the Secretary $21.2 million, submitted to 
the Bureau of the Budget $7.7 million, submitted to the Congress $5 
million, appropriated $5 million. 

In 1956, submitted to the Secretary $26.5 million, submitted to the 
Bureau of the Budget $26.5 million, submitted to the Congress, $23 
million, appropriated $ $16 million. 

I thought that would be helpful for that span of years. 

Senator Monronry. Those are very, very helpful and we deeply 
appreciate this complete record. 

Senator ScHorpret. That shows that not only was there a variance 
with reference to the submission on the part of the staff people below 
to the Secretary in relation to those figures submitted to the Bureau 
of the Budget and then submitted to the Congress, but what the Con- 
eress actually did appropriate. 

Senator Monroney. I think that is very good. 

May the chairman repeat what he said before: We are delighted 

) have you repeat our virtues of Democratic administration but 
saline errors may have been created we do not think you neces- 
sarily need repeat them. 

Senator Scnorrret. My thought was that it would show a little bit 
better balance. 

I just do not want to have this record reflect that all of the slashing 
has occurred during the present administration. I want the record 
to show how these requests and budget requests along with the con- 
gression appropriation were in fact actually handled. 

Senator Monroney. We are glad that you were able to penetrate 
this veil of secrecy, too, on this thing, and bring out what has been 
asked because it consistently shows through Democratic and Repub- 
lican administrations that a great deal more was asked for air-naviga- 
tion controls than the Congress appropriated. 

Senator Scuorrpen. That is right. 

Senator Monroney. Even under us there were substantial amounts 
reduced from that which the CAA thought was necessary, but we find 
that the amounts which were asked for in 1950 for air navigation, 
$127 million by CAA, were cut to $37,500,000 in 1950; that the amounts 
asked by CAA under 1951 of $7! 8,500,000, were cut by the Department 
of Commerce to $46 million, and only $19 appropriated by the Con- 
gress: that in 1952, $39 million was asked for there by the CAA and 
recommended by Commerce, but that the Budget reduced that to $24 
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million, and that the Congress reduced that to $10,500,000; that in 
1953 I think, which was still a Democratic budget, but a Republican 
Congress, that $35,500,000 was asked for, a smaller amount than had 
been asked for in the 3 preceding } years, that $18,300,000 was recom- 
mended by the Department of Commerce, the Budget recommended 
$15 million, and the Congress, which was then Republican controlled, 
allowed only $10 million. 

Senator Scnorrre.. That is correct. 

Senator Monroney. In 1953, $13 million—and this is the significant 
thing—let’s clear this up. 

Senator Payne. 1953 would be fiseal 1953. 

Senator Monroney. A Democratic administration, but a Republi- 
can Congress. 

Senator Payne. It would have been acted on in 1952 for the fiscal 
year. I think these are fiscal-year figures. 

Senator Monronery. Since we are anxious to pinpoint responsibility 
on both parties for this failure, we would like to have this information. 
1954 was a Republican year. 

Mr. Lee. Mr. Chairman, if I could clarify the situation on fiscal 
1954, there were two budgets in fiseal 1954. As the committee will 
recall, the Truman administration submitted a budget which was sub- 
mitted to the Congress and on which hearings were held before the 
House Appropriations Committee. Then that was later revised. If 
I may amend your figures, Senator Schoeppel, with one additional 
figure. The original figure for the operating budget in fiscal 1954 
was $114.4 million. 

Senator Scnorpret. Was that an amended one? 

Mr. Ler. Then that was amended and reduced, as you stated, to 
$107.3 million. 

Senator Monroney. That is on the overall. 

Senator Scnoprer. 1 am glad to have the record reflect that 
correction. 

Mr. Ler. There were just 2 budgets, Mr. Chairman, in fiscal 1954, 
and the original one was 114 for operations and cut to $107 million. 

Senator Monroney. $114 million requested of the Secretary, is that 
right ? 

Mr. Ler. That was in the original Truman budget and then the 
original Eisenhower budget, our request under the Eisenhower budget 
was $107 million. 

Senator Scuorpre.. I am glad to have that correction. 

Mr. Ler. Then on the new facilities- 

Senator Monronry. That was what we referred to as air naviga- 
tion, is that correct, so we are on the same category ? 

Mr. Ler. One is the operating budget, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Payne. That is for oper ration and regulation. 

Senator Monronry. We didn’t get figures on ‘that. 

Mr. Ler. Those were the first figures read by Senator Schoeppel. 

Senator Monronery. I see. All right. 

Mr. Ler. Then for new facilities the original Truman budget—— 

Senator Monroney. Now is that in 1954, is that correct ? 

Mr. Ler. Yes. 

Senator Monronery. And that would be the figures that Senator 
Schoeppel just read ? 

Mr. Lee. The last figures. 
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Senator Monronry. That is air navigation, is that correct ? 

Mr. Ler. These are for new facilities for air navigation. 

Senator Monronery. I want to see if these line up with the figures 
which we call air navigation which probably include all of the figures. 

Mr. Ler. Well, the first figures Senator Schoeppel read were the 
operating budget which includes the overall functions of CAA includ- 
ing alr navigation and traffic control. The second sets of figures 
were really capital investment figures for new facilities, improvement 
in old facilities and in fiscal 1954 on this second set of figures Senator 
Schoeppel rightly read that $13 million was in the revised request of 
CAA. 

The initial request, however, had been $30 million. 

Senator Scirrorrren. The initial request was $30 million ? 

Mr. Ler. Yes, sir. 

Senator Scuorrre.. I am glad to have that. I do not have those 
figures. 

Senator Monroney. Now what was the Commerce figure that came 
out then ? 

Mr. Ler. Well, those were as Senator Schoeppel read. 

Senator Monroney. I mean under the original budget. You don’t 
know what that was. You said the original request was $30 million, 

and the figure that came out was $13 million that you were allowed 
to request on the revised budget. 

Mr. Ler. Well, going across the board—— 

Senator Monroney. Then Commerce cut that almost in half to $7 
million according to Senator Schoeppel’s figures. 

Mr. Ler. I do not have complete figures across the board on what 
7 ee to that $30 million, only approximate figures. Actually it 

justified before the House Appropriations Committee and then 
the budget was revised downward to the $13 million which Senator 
Schoeppel read. 

Senator Monroney. Well, now—— 

Mr. Ler. That was fiscal 1954 for new facilities. 

Senator Monronery. But the figure Senator Schoeppel read for 
1954 was the revised budget, $1: } million. 

Mr. Ler. That is right. 

Senator Monroney. When it came out of Commerce it was $7 mil- 
lion, when it went from the Budget Bureau to the Congress it was $7 
million, and the Congress appropriated $7 million. 

Mr. Ler. That is correct. 

Senator Monronry. Now, in the comparable figures you asked 
for $30 million of Commerce in the revised budget. Then what did 
Commerce cut that to in the revised budget, $7 million ? 

Mr. Ler. As I recall it 

Senator Monroney. They cut it to $7 million, but I am asking in 
the original Truman budget of 1954, what did they allow for the air- 
navigation aids and new equipment g 

Mr. Ler. Approximately $22 million. 

Senator Monroney. Approximately $22 million. I am trying to 
line these figures up because I don’t think we ought to have the 
rec ord 1 in a state of confusion. Then the Budget recommended what, 
sir ? 

Mr. Ler. $13 million. 














168 STUDY OF CIVIL AERONAUTICS ADMINISTRATION 


Senator Monroney. Then, of course, Congress appropriated $7 
million because the final one would be transferred over to us. Now 
for the year 1955, you were operating under a directive of the Secre- 
tary of Commerce that you must hold your request within a general 
framework of what the Secretary felt could be spent by all Commerce 
agencies and you had only a piece of that budget to fill, is that correct ? 

Mr. Ler. That is correct. 

Senator Monronery. So then you cut your request to the $21,200,000, 
is that correct ? 

Mr. Ler. Yes, sir. 

Senator Monronrey. And when it came out of Commerce it had 
been reduced by two-thirds? 

Mr. Ler. Yes, sir. 

Senator Monroney. To $7,700,000 # 

Mr. Ler. Yes, sir. 

Senator Monronrey. And when it came out of the Bureau of the 
Budget, it was $5 million / 

Mr. Yer. Yes. 

Senator Monroney. And the Congress appropriated you $5 million 
which was less than one-fourth of the amount that you pe was 
needed to get under way with the modernizing and improving of 
the air-navigation systems which you said would take 3 years to get 
underway / 

Mr. Ler. Yes, sir. 

Senator Monronery. Then in 1956 under the same directive operat- 
ing under a general umbrella of the Commerce Department you again 
asked for $26,500,000 which probably represented a smaller amount 
than you felt was needed, but because you were a satellite agency of 
the Department of Commerce you felt compelled to cut your request to 
a matter that would ( ‘orrespond to your directive ¢ 

Mr. Lxee. That is correct, yes. 

Senator Monroney. So then you asked for $26,500,000? 

Mr. Ler. Yes, sir. 

Senator Monronry. And Commerce did approve the $26,500,000 4 

Mr. Ler. Yes, sir, they did. 

Senator Monroney. And the Budget Bureau of the President cut 
that to $23 million and the Congress appropriated $16 million, is that 
right ? 

Mr. Lre. Yes, sir. 

Senator Monronry. So your justification of the needs for greater 
air facilities consistently during your administration has been that 
we are not meeting the needs that exist and with time pressing on our 
wings, you might say, we better get on with the job because it takes 
3 years to complete these vital equipment needs for modernizing our 
airways ¢ 

Mr. Ler. That is correct, yes. 

Senator Monroney. Was there anything in your requests or any 
conversations with Under Secretary Rothschild that in any way 
showed any displeasure about the amounts of requests or your feeling 
that you should not be compelled in particularly new equipment to 
fit your known needs, those needs which are known to you as an expert 
in aviation, into the ceiling previously imposed upon by directive to 
keep your requests at a minimum ? 
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Mr. Ler. Well, Mr. Chairman, I previously testified that in connec- 
tion with our 1957 estimates and the material that went into the 
planning for those 1957 estimates, there was some discussion with Mr. 
Rothschild. Actually in fiscal 1957 the matter was becoming of a 
very critical nature, due to the fact that we had not had sutlicient 
funds to build up the airw: Lys system to meet our needs. 

Senator Monroney. In other words, you were paying a penalty for 
our failure of Democratic Congresses and Democratic administrations, 
as well as Republican administrations, for not being ready for this 
bulge of air traflic that we were hitting ? 

Mr. Ler. Yes, on our new facilities requirements we include the 
amounts necessary to keep the system up to date. For instance, if 
an airport builds a new runway longer and better suited for instrument 
approaches, we will transfer our facilities to the new runw: ay and there 
are changes in terminal buildings requiring new tower installations, 

and so forth. 

So there is a certain minimum of near $10 million a year which is 
required just to keep the system up to date. 

Senator Monroney. To keep up with the then existing load ¢ 

Mr. Ler. That is correct, and then for the new facilities which are 
required to handle the denser traffic and the more—well, the higher 
performance traffic with which we are being faced at the present 
time— 

Senator Monroney. Just amplify that a little bit for a moment. 
What do you mean by “higher performance traffic” ¢ 

Mr. Ler. The jets, the higher performance aircraft which we have 
today. 

Senator Monronry. That presents a greater problem in air navi- 
gation and landing control and things of that kind, does it not? 

Mir. Lez. Yes. The military jets now form quite a proportion of 
our total workload and that proportion is naturally growing and we 
do expect the civil jets by 1958 or 1959. 

Now, the equipment required to handle this new traffic is expensive.. 
However, when you consider the expense of that equipment compared 
with the overall cost of the aircraft which are being controlled, it 
amounts to a very, very small percentage. We have felt that invest- 
ment in this equipment and in the various facilities required to handle 
this traffic, we were making a sound investment and one which would 
permit this country to have a better defense and also to permit its 
transportation system to develop as it normally would without re- 
straint. 

Consequently, we have in each year urged a substantial increase 
in our capability through these new facilities. When it came to fiscal 
1957, the situataion had reached a very critical point and we developed 
a 5-year plan for the airways system which involved the expenditure 
of a very substantial amount of money. 

Senator Monronry. What would that plan cost, do you have that 

1 round figures ¢ 

Mr. Ler. The total capital investment was in the neighborhood of 
$250 million. 

Senator Monronry. $250 million. That w ould have been in addition 
to the 25 million that would have been required—the $50 million that 
you required just to keep up with the operational per -formane e, is that 
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correct? You said there was about a $10 million nut in there, we 
might say, that goes on and on and on to keep the thing going. 

Mr. Lee. Yes. This includes most of the expenses that we antici- 
pated for the next 5 years. 

Senator Monroney. Including the $10 million a year necessary ? 

Mr. Ler. That is correct. 

Senator Monroney. In other words, you were asking $200 million 
for new equipment, $50 million for keeping =p with the modernization 
and removal and new installations and such ? 

Mr. Ler. Yes. I must say this $250 million is a very approximate 
figure and it does not include certain facilities which we would nor- 
mally require in Alaska and other places, but it is a rough figure of 
what would be required for the expansion of the system. 

Now, this 5-year plan is nothing new. We had had previous plans 
to take care of the future traffic. However, this plan was one we felt 
would solve what had become a very critical situation and one which 
we felt should be submitted to various agencies of Government for 
widespread approval. It was submitted to the ACC. 

Senator Monroney. That is the Air Coordinating Committee ? 

Mr. Ler. Yes. 

Senator Monroney. Of which Mr. Rothschild is the Chairman, I 
believe ? 

Mr. Lee. Yes, and it was considered by the Air Traffic Control and 
Navigation Panel of that Committee and approved with one exception. 

Senator Monroney. Did you testify to justify this plan, this 5-year 
plan ? 

Mr. Ler. No, it was submitted in documentary form. 

Senator Monroney. But it was submitted by you as head of the 
Civil Aeronautics Administration as a result of technical and scien- 
tific and air traffic figures as to its need ? 

Mr. Ler. Yes. The Air Navigation Traffic Control Panel felt there 
was one exception and that is the figure to which CAA had been cut 
by Commerce in its 1957 request was altogether too small and I am 
referring now to fiscal 1957, which is subsequent to the date that 
those figures were previously furnished. 

Senator Monroney. Now, do you have those figures for 1957? I 
don’t want the record to get all mixed up on these fiscal years in 
advance. That is a bill that was passed by the Congress last spring! 

Mr. Ler. No; fiscal 1957, Mr. Chairman, will start on July 1, 1956, 
and these estimates will be considered by the Congress in the coming 
few months. 

Senator Monroney. Now, those haven’t come out in the President’s 
message, have they ? 

Mr. Ler. No. I would like not to reveal anything that is in the 
President’s budget message; merely the original submission. 

Senator Monronry. From you to the Commerce and from Com- 
merce to the President’s Budget Bureau ? 

Mr. Ler. That is correct. 

Senator Monroney. We do not intend to transgress on the executive 
department to give us his figures at the proper time, sir. 

Mr. Ler. So merely going to the action of the Department of Com- 
merce, the original submission by CAA in line with the policy which 
had been put out by the Secretary of Commerce 
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Senator Monronry. You mean the ceiling directive? 
Mr. Ler. Yes, sir; the policy on expenditures, the original sub- 
mission was $25 million, and that was cut by the Department of Com- 
merece to $184 million. 

Now I believe that was the original figure submitted to the Air Co- 
ordinating Committee and that was felt to be too low, the $18%4 
million. 

Senator Monroney. It was felt to be too low by whom? 

Mr. Ler. By the Air Coordinating Committee. 

Senator Monroney. Acting as a body / 

Mr. Ler. Yes. 

Senator Monroney. But not as to the Chairman or other individ- 
uals on it? 

Mr. Ler. Could I say this: It was the report of the technical arm 
of the Air Coordinating Committee which customarily passes on this 
type of program, and they so reported to the top Air Coordinating 
Committee. 

Senator Monronry. What figure did they recommend / 

Mr. Ler. As I recall it, there was no figure actually recommended 
in their report, but they felt that the level of $1814 million was much 
too low. 

Senator Monroney. Did they embrace your 5-year plan which you 
testified would cost $250 million as an ultimate goal ? 

Mr. Ler. Yes, sir. 

Senator Monronery. You did have proper clearance and support of 
the technical arm of the Air Coordinating Committee for the S250 
inillion 5-year program ¢ 

Mr. Ler. Yes, sir. 

Senator Monronry. Do you have a record of that or any communi- 
cation from the Air Coordinating Committee that can properly, 
without violating real security, be introduced in this record / 

Mr. Ler. I think that would have to be furnished by someone else. 
| have in my notes some of the figures which were involved, but I do 
not have the official document. 

Senator Monroney. I believe you were familiar enough with what 
transpired unless you feel there is some doubt as to the accuracy and 
we will respect your wishes on it. I think it would be helpful at this 
particular point in the chronology description of responsibility for 
this delay to have that figure, if possible. 

Mr. Ler. What they—— 

Senator Monroney. I mean to have that approval of the $250 million 
amount and the circumstances by which the technical arm of the Air 
Coordinating C ee did approve your long-range goal. 

Mr. Ler. Well, I don’t know that I can completely answer that 
question, Mr. Chairman, but they did—— 

Senator Monroney. Well, could we get it or could we attempt to get 
if we would ask the Department of Commerce for it? It is not a 
classified document or anything. 

Mr. Lee. I don’t believe it is, except insofar as it does involve 
matters in the President’s budget. 

Senator Monroney. Well, ‘then, when the President’s budget is 
meat believe it comes up next week, next Monday—then may 

ask counsel to request the report on this $250 million airways control 
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which Mr. Lee initiated after the revealing of the amounts. Is that 
satisfactory / 

Senator Scuorpren.. That is satisfactory with me. 

Senator Monroney. After you submitted this long-range program, 
did you have an conversation with anyone at the Department of 
Commerce level regarding this ambitious approach to meeting the 
needs of the overcrowded airways and the obsolescence of our control 
system ¢ 

Mr. Lar. Well, I had conversation regarding this program with 
Mr. Rothschild prior to its submission to the ACC. 

Senator Monroney. Did he tell you not to submit it? 

Mr. Ler. He felt that we had not adequately cleared the program 
with top-side Commerce. 

Senator Monronry. Who was top-side Commerce ¢ 

Mr. Ler. Well, I assume he meant the Secretary of Commerce, and 
perhaps himself. 

Senator Monronry. Or your deputy; did he mention any lack of 
approval by your deputy ¢ 

Mr. Ler. No, sir. 

Senator Monroney:, It was just himself? You understood it was 
implied that it was just the Secretary of Commerce or the Under 
Secretary / 

Mr. Ler. Yes. 

Senator Monronry. Could you detail to the committee what that 
conversation was / 

Mr. Ler. Well, it was a conversation and I cannot recall the exact 
date. I did not make a note of it and I will have to rely on my recol- 
lection completely. 

Senator Monronry. Approximately. 

Mr. Ler. It was in the autumn, and I would say it was in October 
and it involved the fact that this program did involve certain major 
departures from the previous budgetary pattern for new facilities. 
The Under Secretary felt that in this case, before proceeding as far as 
we had, it should have had complete approval from the top echelon in 
the Department of Commerce. 

Senator Monroney. Was not it submitted to the Air Coordinating 
Committee of which Mr. Rothschild was secretary ¢ 

Mr. Ler. It was submitted after that time, as I recall] it, Mr. Chair- 
man. P 

Senator Monronry. You mean before it reached Mr. Rotchschild, 
sitting in his official capacity as Chairman, he wanted a preview of 
and a hand tailoring of what you felt was the needs of aviation; is 
that correct ? 

Mr. Ler. Well, he wished to have at least the opportunity to review 
it before we went too far down the al on the thing. 

Senator Monronry. It was to be cleared with Rothschild wearing 
the hat of Under Secretary of Commerce before you cleared it with 
the Chairman of the Air Coordinating Committee, and he was then 
wearing the hat of the Chairman of the Air ( ‘oordinating Committee? 

Mr. Ler. Yes. This represented such an increase, such a departure 
from previous budgetary policy, he felt is should be cleared. 

Senator Monronry. But isn’t that the purpose of the Department 
of Commerce to evaluate the needs and then submit them to the Air 
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Coordinating Committee? Wasn't that the proper way to do it rather 
than trying to hand-tailor from Mr. Rothschild’s chair what you and 
your technical staffs working on this for some time felt was an abso- 
lute essential ? 

Mr. Ler. We felt it was oud duty to determine what the technical 
needs were and to compile them in one place. ‘This was not something 
new. We had had a 5-year plan in existence for some years and this 
was merely a refinement of that. 

Senator Monroney. Bringing it up to date with the proper figures ¢ 

Mr. Ler. Yes. 

Senator Monroney. Most all of which were things which, as Under 
Secretary of Commerce in Charge of Transportation, he had adequate 
knowledge of through past years of the position of the CAA. It was 
not a bombshell suddenly exploded without any knowledge, was it ? 

Mr. Ler. Of course, Mr. Rothschild was relatively new to the posi- 
tion. I believe that his confirmation was in February or March of 
calendar year 1955, so this was the-——— 

Senator Monroney. I think you said this was October or November. 

Mr. Ler. Yes, sir. 

Senator Monronry. So he had some time. It wasn’t as fast as you 
suddenly acquired a Deputy Administrator ¢ 

Mr. Ler. No, sir. 

Senator Monroney. Well, what was his conversation? You said 
he felt it should be cleared. Did he just say “Mr. Lee, I think I 
should have been given the favor and the cour tesy of having seen this,” 
or was there something a little different ? 

Mr. _ Well, I think he felt that from the budgetary level stand- 
point, as I said before, it did represent such a marked step, although 
it really wasn’t too much out of line with many of our previous re- 
quests, it still put down in black and white what we felt should be 
expended during the next 5 years, that it involved major policy ques- 
tions which certainly were of some interest to the Secretary. 

Senator Monronry. But you were allowed to recommend under 
the ceiling directive of the Secretary of Commerce only $25 million, 
but in effect when you placed this $250 million 5-year program before 
the Air Coordinating Committee, of which Mr. Rothschild was the 
Chairman, and certainly was not without the capacity to consider, he 
did feel that you had still short-circuited the channels which he ex- 
pected to be observed ? 

Mr. Lex. That was the definite impression I got. 

Senator Monroney. Looking back on that in the perspective of what 
has transpired, and the numerous demands on you for your resignation 
without any authority on the part of Mr. Rothschild to make such 
demand, did you feel that this might have had something to do with 
is feeling that there was a lack of teamwork or leadership capacity 
on your part in the CAA ? 

Mr. Ler. I think it definitely did have something to do — that. 
He had also spoken to me about some speeches I hi 1d made at various 
meetings about the need for additional facilities to take care of the 
critical situation in our airspace, particularly the need for additional 
radar. Actually, my speeches had been cleared with the Department 
of Commerce as they always had to be cleared. 
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Senator Monronry. You cleared all of your speeches with the De- 
partment of Commerce ? 

Mr. Ler. Yes, all prepared speeches. 

Senator Monronry. But still they were displeasing to him because 
you said that the air-traflic condition was becoming more critical and 
that the Government was not having the facilities installed with 
which to meet the situation ¢ 

Mr. Ler. I don’t think it was so much on the question of the situ- 
ation becoming more critical, it was on the fact that what I said was 
what we needed was radar, more radar, and still more radar, which 
would in turn involve the expenditure of considerable more funds. 

Senator Monronry. He didn’t like that ? 

Mr. Ler. No, sir. 

Senator Monronry. What did he say, do you recall anything? 

Mr. Lee. He thought that I had departed from departmental policy 
in making those speeches. 

Senator Monronry. Just how far does departmental policy go to 
controlling or directing what a man can say after he has cleared his 
speech with the Department of Commerce? Do they still have some 
thought control over the Administrator of Civil Aeronautics? 

Mr. Ler. Well, I felt that-—— 

Senator Monronry. The reason I am delving into this a little bit 
is I have heard this on the Fill from a number of Senators who have 
been told that all you did was run around making speeches, and a very 
democratic Senator, incidentally: it was who has heard from Mr. 
Rotchschild on this point. I am very much interested in whether it 
was the quantity of the speeches or the content of the speeches that 
was found to be objectionable. You weren’t gone all of the time 
ms king spee ches, were you / 

Mr. Ler. No, sir, there is a period of 5 or 4 weeks during the year 
where there were a lot of conventions representing the different in- 
terests in aviation, and naturally it is customary for the Admin- 
istrator to appear before quite a few of those. 

Senator Monronry. Don’t you think it is part of the duties as these 
large organizations, national in scope, snegely are meeting and con- 

cerned with the same problem which you ar » administering, that it is 
incumbent upon you if you can spare the time and not neglect your 
duties, to appear at invitation at some of those matters ? 

Mr. Ler. Yes, sir. 

Senator Monronry. You don’t make Lincoln Day speeches, do you? 

Mr. Ler. No, sir. 

Senator Scuoreren. Or Jefferson Day speeches or Jackson Day 
speeches ? 

Mr. Ler. No. 

Senator Monronry. We want to be bipartisan about this. 

Senator Scrorrren. I wanted to show he was aware both ways. 

Senator Monronty. IT don’t know whether you were Administrator 
or Deputy Administrator at that time, but I do know you favored the 
chairman a time or two by addressing this National Conference of 
Airport Operators who are slightly concerned with that and you have 
come to Oklahoma where this convention is held each year ? 

Mr. Lee. Yes, sir. 

Senator Monronery. I have been deeply appreciative of that and I 
think it is constructive and helpful that this contact at the highest 
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level of Government in operation of aviation be given unless it de- 
tracts from the duties of the Administrator in Washington to fulfill 
some of these. No one ever criticized you for the number of speeches 
that you were making, did they ? 

Mr. Ler. No, this is the first time I have heard of any criticism of 
the quantity. 

Senator Monroney. You received no honorariums for these, did 
you? 

Mr. Ler. None whatsoever. 

Senator Monroney. So it was merely in the interest of aviation 
you were making them ? 

Mr. Ler. That is correct, yes. 

Senator Monroney. And you felt whatever you sincerely believed 
based on your 15 years interest and intimate association with aviation, 
that after having cleared them with the Department of Commerce to 
be sure that there was nothing said in there that might involve security 
or inconsistency with this administration’s policy that then you should 
be free to tell the people what was necessary to meet the evergrowing 
traffic needs, is that correct ? 

Mr. Ler. Yes, sir. 

Senator Monronry. Now, is there anything else that you recall 
about the critique or your speeches from Mr. Rothschild? 

Mr. Ler. No, that is about all. He did not like the reference to 

the need for a great expansion of our radar coverage. That was the 
main point. 

Senator Monroney. Was that voiced more than once or just once? 

Mr. Lee. Just once. 

Senator Monroney. Then the criticism as I recall, merely summing 

t up, was that you should have cleared with Rothschild on the need 
for the 5-year program before it reached him as chairman of the Air 
Coordinating Committee and given him an opportunity to direct or 
to censor the recommendations 4 

Mr. Ler. Well, I would say before it had reached such a final 
te 

Senator Monroney. Well, it wasn’t a final state, was it, before the 
Air Coordinating Committee? It was just a recommendation. All 
they can do is rec “ommend, i isn’t it? 

Mr. Lee. It was at that time ready for release for consideration 
by the aviation public. 

Senator Monroney. Well, was the report released then ? 

Mr. Ler. No, it was not. 

Senator Monroney. You mean it was suppressed ? 

Mr. Ler. Well, it was distributed to the navigation panel of the Air 
Coordinating Committee. 

Senator Monroney. And the public never saw the result of all of 
this work ? 

Mr. Ler. There have been some account in the trade press that I 
have seen. 

Senator Monronry. That was from leaks rather than from a dis- 
tribution of this vital paper showing clearly the needs which the 
technical staff of the Air Coordin: ting Committee had found desir- 
able, is that correct ? 

Mr. Lex. I assume there were leaks, yes. 
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Senator Monronry. But as far as the public knows, or the press 
knows, this, like the aviation section of the general transportation 
report, does not exist. I am talking about official leaks, about the 
informational dissemination, the right of the public to know, the 
right of the press to inquire and have available facts instead of leaks 
to favored newspaper correspondents or specialized magazines which 
might have an “in” with someone in the administration of that 
department. 

Mr. Ler. No; I don’t believe the contents of the plan have ever been 
oflicially made public. 

Senator Monroney. I would like to ask if the other members of the 
committee are willing and feel it would be helpful, because this has 
become an issue as to the modernation of air navigation, if there are no 
genuine military security reasons why this should be withheld, that we 
ask Mr. Rothschild, the chairman of the Air Coordinating Committee, 
for this information for the record. 

Senator ScHorrreL. Well, Mr. Chairman, I don’t know what is in 
that report. I have no way of knowing. I would like to have the 
opportunity of checking that and discussing it further. Do we meet 
Monday ¢ 

Senator Monronry. We hope to. We are going to try to meet 
tomorrow afternoon if we can be assured—— 

Senator ScHorrren. Tomorrow afternoon? I can’t be here. 

Senator Monroney. Well, we will not have it unless you or Senator 
Payne can be here. I assure you of that. The dilemma that we are in 
is that the full committee—I just understand Senator Bible has a very 
bad throat and has been ill, so as chairman of this subcommittee there 
will be no one-man hearings and we wish to be certain that the minority 
of the Senate is represented at any and all hearings, so cnsequently we 
will have to go over then, tomorrow being Wednesday. Could we meet 
Thursday? We have a conflict with the main full committee of the 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce tomorrow morning. 

Senator Payne. What about Friday ? 

Senator Monroney. It is not my purpose to be guilty of dragging 
these hearings out, I assure you. . 

Senator Payne. What about Friday ? 

Senator ScuorrreL. | could meet Friday, but I couldn’t meet 
tomorrow afternoon. 

Senator Monronry. How about Thursday ? 

Senator Scuorrren. Thursday afternoon ? 

Senator Monroney. Well, Thursday morning. 

Senator ScHorrren. I will have to check. 

Senator Monronry. We will recess at the call of the chairman and 
do our dead-level best to accommodate the many demands on the com- 
mittee. At that time you can perhaps have your administrative assist- 
ant make inquiries. I personally see no reason why this, as such other 
vital documents to aviation as the aviation section of the general air 
transport picture, should be withheld from this committee, or even 
withheld from the press or why the report of the Air Coordinating 
Committee on the traffic situation should not be made a matter of public 
record 2 

It is only by public information that a democracy can operate. 
When the veil of secrecy is dropped on so many things, the public oper- 
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ates in the dark and the 30 million air passengers each year don’t know 
whether they are coming in on an obsolete air control system or 
whether their government is taking advantage of the best technical 
advances to increase air safety, and for that reason I hope we can 
arrive, unless there is military security involved, at a solution to 
getting these documents. 

Do you have any further questions ? 

Senator ScHourren. No; I have no further questions. 

Senator Monronry. Do: you have any questions, Senator Payne / 

Senator Paynn. I just wanted to clear up this matter of dates so the 
record will be absolutely clear on it. Iam reading now, Mr. Lee, from 
page 62, when you said: 

I did not know about the appointment of my deputy until one morning about 11 
o'clock when I got a phone call from Mr. Rothschild who said, “I am sending 
over your new deputy.” 

Now, I would have to assume that you are referring to the date of 
May 2? 

Mr. Ler. That is correct, Senator Payne. That is the date I first 
met Mr. Lowen, the first time I knew he was being appointed a deputy 
to me. 

Senator Payne. But at that time he was not actually appointed as 
a deputy. He was then coming over as a consultant, wasn’t he ¢ 

Mr. Ler. That is correct. I had previously signed a job description 
which set forth the duties. 

Senator Payne. I am going to come to that. That is the answer to 
this question. You say that definitely is May 2 ¢ 

Mr. Lee. That is correct. 

Senator Payne. That is the date when you got a call from Mr. 
Rothschild, and he said around 11 o’clock, “I am sending over your new 
deputy. 

Mr. Ler. That is correct. 

Senator Payne. The next question is: 

Senator Monroney. You did not know the position had been created? 


Mr. Lee. Well, I knew there had been some talk about setting up a new deputy 
position, but I didn’t know that—— 


Senator Paynr. He asked had you been in on the original conference 
setting it up. Your answer was that- 

Actually the position had not been created as such. This individual had to take 
a job as a consultant for a period of 2 weeks until the deputy position was 
stablished. 

The reason I am asking is by the inference on the answer you gave: 

Well, I knew there had been some talk about setting up a new deputy position— 
it would more or less infer in this testimony on page 62 when you 
answered that as a result of—when Senator Monroney says— 
You didn’t know the position had been created 
you had heard some talk about it and that was all you knew about it 
when, as a matter of fact, it is true, isn’t it, Mr. Lee, that as of April 26 


you signed the job description setting up the position of a Deputy 
Administrator? 


Mr. Lez. Yes; I want to be absolutely clear that those are the facts 
because Mr. Kemp, my assistant administrator, for administration, 
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had received a request to get up a job sheet for such a position. No 
name was connected with the position. It was merely to get up a job 
description. 

Senator Payne. Right. 

Mr. Ler. I signed that. I don’t want there to be any misapprehen- 
sion as to that. That was part of the conversation. The job had not 
been established at that time. 

Senator Monroney. Would you yield right there to clarify the 
record ? 

Senator Payne. Yes. 

Senator Monroney. Asa matter of fact, no one had the authority to 
set up the super civil service grade which the job required excepting 
the Civil Service Commission, and the papers were merely going for- 
ward for permission to create this super civil service job with the 
detailed write-up to be considered by the Civil Service Commission 
and it was not until June 24 that this cleared the Commission and then 
the job existed. 

Senator Payne. I admit all of that, Mr. Chairman. I just wanted 
out of fairness to Mr. Lee himself, because this, after all, is a matter of 
permanent record and the facts that were developed here showed that 
he was notified on the morning of May 2 by the testimony in here that 
a fellow was coming over to meet with him who was going on as a 
consultant, but according to his statement here he was going to be 
his new deputy and he was asked the question as to whether he knew 
the position had been created, which would infer as of that moment, 
May 2, and Mr. Lee’s answer was he just simply knew there had been 
some talk about it. 

Now, I just wanted the record to be clear that he not only knew 
there had been some talk about it, but he had signed a job application 
or a job qualification sheet, or whatever they call it, as of April 26, 
which was some days in advance of the time when this fellow came 
over. 

Senator Monroney. I would like to ask permission of the committee 
to put into the record an article from the December 9, 1955, Denver 
Post. I think it would be of some interest in the committee record in 
that this is the date in which the papers, with regard to Mr. Lee’s 
explaining his position to the President with regard to the job, and 
then his clean letter of resignation which the President could read 
after receiving the letter, it was delivered noon of the 9th, and Mr. 
Adams was out of town at that time, and on the time table, December 
9 would have been the approximate date, that at that time this article 
contains—it is not about this, but it is merely a mention in it, by Mr. 
Barnet Nover, chief of the Washington Bureau of the Denver Post, in 
which it states—I will put the whole thing into the record, “Dan not 
candidate, might run.” It deals with Dan Thornton, one of the spon- 
sors of the man who succeeded Mr. Lee. 

Thornton said Friday he came to Washington to confer with Adams, Leonard 
Hall, national Republican chairman, and other GOP leaders. 

It is merely the conversations as a part of the visit as of that De- 
cember 9 date when this purported resignation of Mr. Lee was then 
pending at the White House. 

May I have permission to insert that in the record ? 

Senator Scnorpren. I have no objection. 
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(The information is as follows:) 
[The Denver Post, December 9, 1955] 
DAN Nor CANDIDATE, MIGHT RuN 
By Barnet Nover, Chief, Post Washington Bureau 


WASHINGTON, December 9.--Reporters simply couldn’t guess which political 
shell the pea was under after a chat with Dan Thornton on his a*rival here from 
Denver Friday. 

First. the former Colorado Governor repeated a statement he made in Denver 
Wednesday night: “I am not a candidate for any office.” 

But later he added that he probably would talk politics here with his oldtime 
friend, Presidential Assistant Sherman Adams. 

However, he said, “I don’t know if any firm decision will be made.” 

Asked to explain this remark, Thornton said that while he stood by his state- 
ment that he was not a candidate for any Office, ‘‘I did not say positively that I 
yould not run.” 


TO CONFER WITH ADAMS 


The former Republican governor denied three times previously that he might 
seek the GOP presidential nomination if President Eisenhower does not run for 
reelection. 

Thornton said Friday he came to Washington to confer with Adams, Leonard 
Hall, national Republican chairman, and other GOP leaders. 

ut he insisted his mission has to do with the farm problem. 

“Puring recent months,” he said, “) have been over the entire West and have 
talked with hundreds of farmers and ranchers. I can give the administration 
people here a first-hand view of what I found all the way from eastern Iowa 
to the northwest.” 

Thornton, who owns a big eattle ranch near Gunnison, Colo., said farmers and 
ranchers in 15 States have begun to form embryonic Thornton-for-President 
committees but that he has had nothing to do with this. 

“However, I would not be human if these expressions of friendship did not 
make me fee) good inside.” 


Senator Monroney. If there are no further questions, the com- 
mittee will stand in recess, subject to the call of the chairman. 

(Whereupon, at 1:30 p. m., the committee adjourned, subject to the 
call of the chairman.) 
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UNITED STATES SENATE, 
CoMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN COMMERCE, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON AVIATION, 
Washington, D.C. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 10:15 a. m., in room 
G-16, United States Capitol, Senator A. S. Mike Monroney (chair- 
man), presiding. 

Present: Senators Monroney (presiding), Bible and Payne. 

Senator Monroney. The Subcommittee on Aviation will resume its 
session. The first witness for today will be Mr. George D. Riley, 
Legislative Representative of the American Federation of Labor and 
the Congress of Industrial Organizations, who will testify on S. 2818, 
amending the CAA Act of 1938, as amended. 

Would you come forward? Mr. Riley, we have had all witnesses 
under oath. You have no objection to taking the oath ? 

Mr. Ritey. Not a bit in the world. 

Senator Monroney. I don’t think there is any great need for it, 
but the order is not to say you put some under oath and some not. 

Mr. Rirey. I don’t want to be the exception. 

Senator Monroney. Do you solemnly swear that the testimony you 
are about to give will be the truth, the whole truth and nothing but 
the truth, so help you God 4 

Mr. Ritey. I do. 


TESTIMONY OF GEORGE RILEY, LEGISLATIVE REPRESENTATIVE 
OF THE AFL-CIO 


Mr. Riuey. Mr. Chairman, my name is George D. Riley. I am 
legislative representative of the American Federation of Labor and 
the Congress of Industrial Organizations, appearing in support of 
the principles and purposes of the Monroney proposal to restore the 
Civil Aeronautics Authority to its former eminence as an independent 
agency. 

It is noteworthy that here at the first opportunity in the second 
session of this Congress, our unions in the civil aviation industry are 
displaying a solidarity of viewpoint. All of these unions have en- 
dorsed the intent of the present bill. These unions are: 

The Air Line Dispatchers Association—and may I ask that the 
representative stand so that you will know him ? 

Senator Monroney. Would you state your name for the purpose 
of the record, sir ? 
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Mr. Krnarp. My name is William F. Kinard. I am the Washing- 
ton representative of the Airline Dispatchers Association. As you 
know, we we are affiliated with the AFL-CIO. 

Senator Monroney. We deeply appreciate your attendance at the 
session, sir. 

Mr. Rizey. And the Air Line Pilots Association—Mr. Larry Kates 
is representing President Sayen. 

Senator Monroney. Mr. Kates is a very familiar figure before this 
committee. I do not know of anyone on Capitol Hill who follows 
with more attention and interest the activities of the Civil Aviation 
Committee. He is always here and always available for information. 

Mr. Ritey. The Brotherhood of Railroad Clerks, Mr. Chairman, 
Mr. Hartman Barber was detained this morning. However I do have 
a letter here that states that they have endorsed the bill. 

The Flight Engineers International Association, Mr. William Kent, 
who is president. He knows about the meeting. I suppose he will be 
along shortly. He is in town. 

The International Association of Machinists—Mr. Nelson I don’t 
see. 

The Transport Workers Union of America, Air Transport Divi- 
sion, Mr. Frank O’Connell, Mr. Chairman. 

The United Automobile Workers of America, Mr. Samuel Jacobs 
is representing them. 

Senator Monroney. Mr. Riley, for the purpose of further identifica- 
tion, while I am very familiar with many of these organizations in 
aviation work, could we have the record show—which I am sure is 
obvious in many of the cases—that the Air Lines Dispatchers Associa- 
tion is completely and totally engaged in civil and military aviation 
control of dispatching and flight planning and technical phases of 
aviation, is that right ? 

Mr. Ritey. I am sure that is correct. 

Senator Monroney. That the Air Line Pilots Association is also 
completely and totally engaged in aviation. 

Mr. Ritry. Yes, sir. 

Senator Monroney. That the Brotherhood of Railway Clerks have 
an aviation section, do they not? 

Mr. Rinry. Yes. 

Senator Monronry. While they take the title of railway clerks, 
they have a branch of their organization which is actually aviation. 

Mr. Rintey. They sell tic ‘kets, they do much of the office clerical 
work, and I believe baggage handling and that sort of thing, and 
it comes under their domain, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Monroney. In other words, what I am developing is, 
though the name may not be suggestive of its vital interest in aviation, 
the section you speak for—the whole section of the ticket sellers for 

‘ailways—has indorsed this program, and it is not a casual endorse- 
ment by those unafliliated with aviation. 

Mr. Rirery. Yes. 

Senator Monroney. Of course the Flight Engineers International 
Association—those are the men who fly, the third man on the flight 
deck, are they not ?—to see that the engines are properly functioning 
at all times, and they are in charge of the mechanical operation of 


the plane. 
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Mr. Ritey. That is true. These seven will take the entire industry 
and operation on the ground and in the air. 

Senator Monronry. The International Association of Machinists— 
those are the ones that keep the planes flying. They are engaged in 
the overhaul, maintenance, servicing of the aircraft? 

Mr. Ritey. That’s right. 

Senator Monronety. They are very definitely identified not as 
groundmen but as airmen—in their aviation section ? 

Mr. Ritery. Yes. 

Senator Monroney. The Transport Workers Union of America, Air 
Transport Division: What part of aviation—— 

Mr. Rivey. I am going to ask Mr. O'Connell if he will be good 
enough—— 

Mr. O’ConneELL. We represent the flight navigators, the flight at- 
tendants, the maintenance and ground forces in the major airlines in 
the country. We represent nearly all of the flight navigators, nearly 
1,000 flight attendants, including stewards, stewardesses, pursers, and 
flizht nurses, and maintenance and ground forces. 

Senator Monronery. Those are the men who fuel the planes and who 

lean out the planes and service them and see that they are ready for 
the passengers to board, is that correct ? 

Mr. O’ConNELL. Yes, sir. 

Senator Monronery. Then the United Automobile Workers of 
America—would you detail that? 

Mr. Jacons. Our aircraft department, Mr. Chairman, also includes 
quite a number of airline mechanics who are organized, and we are 
representing Mr. Leonard Woodcock who is vice president of the 
union, and director of the aircraft department. 

Senator Monroney. As I understand it, most of the commercial 


aviation manufacturing as well as military, in Douglas, Lockheed, 


Boeing—our great plants—are represented by the United <Auto- 
mobile Workers of America Aviation Division. 

Mr. Jacors.- Our full title includes “Automobile and Aircraft.” We 

se the UAW asa short form. 

Senator Monroney. I see, but it is your union that has recognized 
that aviation is here to stay ? 

Mr. Jacors. That’s right. 

Senator Monronry. Thank you very much. I merely wanted 
dentify these because I do know they represent perhaps the biswent 
personnel component of the entire aviation field, civil and military. 

Mr. Rirey. Thanks for your assistance on that, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Chairman, some of these wnions m: i wish to present their own 
individual views according to the manner in which the bill may affect 
their memberships. The broad aspects, however, are regarded by all 
in much the same light. 

The present bill would undo by direct legislation what was done 
indirectly through the device of governmental reorganization plans, 
notably plan No. 4 of 1940 and plan No. 5 of 1950, and, by incidental 
legislation through several statutes over the vears. 

My own memory and research reminds me that under the Reorgani- 
zation Act of 1939, the Congress was confronted with a take-it-or- 
leave-it dilemma. Such plans were not subject to the slighest change 
by the Congress. 
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In plan No. 4 of 1940, 7 major departments and 5 different agencies 
were affected in some degree. It is easy to understand that details 
relating to that portion of plan No. 4 as it affected the CAA was 
largely lost sight of in the support or opposition to other sections 
of the plan. 

Senator Monroney. In other words, this was a package that Con- 
vress had to vote up or down to affect a general reorganization of 
several sections of the executive department ¢ 

Mr. Ritey. That is true, and a little more background on that, Mr. 
Chairman: That was, of course, one of the early plans under the basic 
act for Reorganization, and the current was all in the direction of 
approving everything that came up to the Hill. It was almost on an 
automatic basis. 

A select committee was appointed to consider reorganiz: ition pl: ins 
in its day and, as I recall, plan No. 4 was reported by that committee 
without recommendation. 

It was necessary to have a constitutional majority plus on in both 
Houses in order to defeat a reorganization plan in 1940. At that time 
certain of our unions protested adoption of the submersion of CAA 
into the Department of Commerce, just as they are doing now. 

This was many years before any of us dreamed of a jet age in avia- 
tion and before the budgets of CAA were reduced often, as they have 
been since that time, while the needs of safety and more safety, and 
advance planning in a fast-expanding industry are ever increasing. 

Our unions represent the men and women who are carving their 

careers in the dynamic civilian aviation industry. They stand for 

more than mere adequacy in safety, and more than only ground stand- 
ards for air safety. For them there cannot. possibly “be too much 
safety. Costs are not the consideration. They are proud of their 
jobs and jealous of their skills. They want the industry to prosper. 
This is their interest and our interest in this bill. 

Point No. 2 in plan No, 4 declared the purposes to be to “increase 
efficiency.” TI am sure your committee is in good position to deter- 
mine the facts in the light of events down through the years. 

It will be said during these hearings, I believe, that there is much 
advantage in the CAA being in a major department. The prestige 
of Cabinet status is the natural consequence, we are led to believe. 

Because of the temporizing shown by the Director of the Bureau of 
the Budget at that time, 1940, it is understandable that the Congress 
was confused by the testimony of this official. On the other hand, 
the CAA Administrator of that day clearly stated that he was con- 
vinced that the Secretary of Commerce could ride herd on the CAA, 
including its budget. That Administrator has proved to be a true 
prophet. Reference to his testimony is on pages 30 through 37 of the 

1940 hearings. 

It may be of interest to your committee to know that while the De- 
partment of Commerce appears to be doing everything possible to get 
all transportation functions under its domain—and this includes 
water, rail, air, and highways—sentiment is beginning to solidify to 
take from the Department of Commerce all such functions and to 
agitate for the creation of a major department concerned entirely 
with all forms of transportation. 

The movement of persons and things is so vital that there are those 
who are beginning to say that mere bureaus in a department is not the 
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answer to the many and complex problems. There seems to be too 
much turnover of commission members of one description or another— 
and I am speaking in this case throughout the Government—relating 
to transportation, to be serving the public good. Vacancies are not 
being filled promptly, nor is this good for the public nor those em- 
ployed i in the industry for transportation. 

Mr. Chairman, we want the CAA restored to its former place of 
eminence and autonomy. 

This year, the 85-million-passenger total is forecast for world avi- 
ation. The 1957 estimate is 100 million, Within 3 years, the billion 
dollar investment in 150 civilian jets will have been delivered. More 
jets doubtless will be on order. Are we ready for all this? If we 
are, who dropped out reference to aviation in the national transporta- 
tion report, and why ? 

Senator Monronry. Thank you very much, Mr. Riley. The last 
question is one that this Subcommittee on Aviation would also like 
to find out, and also what the information was as this took place. I 
might say for the advantage of those who are interested, that the 
committee is still trying, without any success whatever, to obtain the 
working papers that the Wall Street Journal reported were a part of 
the general transportation report on aviation, but so far have run 
against the same curtain of secrecy. 

We appreciate very much your being here. We know that the 
great number-—I presume the vast majority—of men employed in 
tiving and keeping the planes flying and charting the flight planes 
and air control of the commerci: al lines, and I presume many of the 
executive aircraft pilots themselves are members of this group for 
which you testify. Your views are certainly, I think, those which 
represent the men who have intimate knowledge of not only the 
dynamics of aviation, the speed with which aviation is growing not only 
in public use, but growing in technical competence, and in its speed 
almost surpassed the wildest dreams of even aviation enthusiasts of 
afew years ago. You re present these people. 

May I ask for the record: This is not a decision arrived at from the 
top. but is a decision and a statement that represents the affirmative 
action of, and understanding of this proposed legislation, of all of 
the component organizations which make up the aviation sections of 
AFL-CIO organizations? 

Mr. Riney. It is voluntary and unanimous sentiment that is being 
expressed here, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Monroney. Could I ask you: Did you have any complaints 
about the support from the sections that represent ground transpor- 
tation ¢ 

Mr. Riney. Any complaints against support of the bill? 

Senator Monronry. Yes. 

Mr. Ritry. Not a bit in the world; no. 

Senator Monroney. In other words, the workers within the ground 
transportation perhaps know more than the operators of ground trans- 
portation, that aviation is a definite part 6f the transport picture of 
the future? 

Mr. Rinny. That is true; yes, sir. 

Senator Monroney. Senator Payne 4 

Senator Payne. No questions. 

Senator Monroney. Senator Bible? 
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Senator Brete. No questions. 

Senator Monronry. Did you wish the other members of your or- 
ganization to testify? For example, I understood 

Mr. Riuey. One or two have asked to be heard, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Monronry. We would like to take them in order. I do 
want to express again my appreciation for 

Mr. Ritxy. It is most gracious of the committee, and I appreciate it. 

Senator Monronry. We all appreciate your attendance. 

The record will show—and I am sure that is agreeable with Senator 
Payne—Mr. Kates represents the Air Line Pilots Association, which is, 
I think, one of the most vital—all of these are vitally concerned with 
it, but these are the men who spend the greatest amount of time in 
the air and are certainly to be heard from in this matter. 

We will try to schedule you early next week, if Mr. Sayen would 
be here at that time. 

Mr. Karrs. We have Mr. MacMurray here who will talk to Mr. Pelli- 
grini and work out a schedule with him. 

Senator Monroney. Thank you very much. 

Were there any our components? Mr. William Kent, president of 
the flight Engineers International Association. Is he in the room yet ? 

We will hear him later in the morning, if he comes in. Is there any 
testimony that the Transport Workers Union of America would like 
to give at this time ? 

Mr. O’ConneEti. Senator, we just wanted to say that we have en- 
dorsed the statement of Mr. Riley, and that we don’t have any further 
testimony. 

Senator Monronry. Would you state your name again ? 

Mr. O’Connett. Francis A. O’Connell, legislative representative, 
Air Transport Division. 

Senator Monronry. Thank you very much. I believe the repre- 
sentative of the United Automobile and Aircraft Workers of Amer- 
ica—would you care for some time at this time? 

Mr. Janocs. Mr. Chairman, may we also have permission to file a 
statement early next week ? 

(The statement of Leonard Woodcock, United Automobile Workers 
International Union is as follows:) 








STATEMENT BY LEONARD WoopcockK, INTERNATIONAL VICE PRESIDENT AND DIRECTOR 
OF THE AIRCRAFT DEPARTMENT OF THE UAW, on S. 2818, AMENDING THE CAA 
Act OF 1938, AS AMENDED AND THE FEDERAL ATRPORT ACT AS AMENDED 


This statement is made in support of the testimony presented to your committee 
by George D. Riley, AFL-CIO legislative representative, on behalf of affiliated 
unions including the UAW, in which he supported the principles and purposes of 
the Monroney bill to restore the independent status of the Civil Aeronautics 
Agency now in the United States Department of Commerce. 

We favor this transfer out of the Department of Commerce and the reestab- 
lishment of the CAA as an independent agency because we believe that it will 
hetter protect and promote (a) the welfare, safety, and security of our members, 
including the airline mechanics employed in maintenance and repair of aircraft 
engines and aircraft and presently holding Federal certificates journeymen 
trained, skilled, qualified, and-competent for such work and for checking and 
certifying regarding air worthiness; (b) the safety of air passengers; (c) 
national security. 

We believe that reestablishment of CAA as an independent agency will provide 
more likelihood of its administration and operation as an air-minded undertaking 
devoted to promoting and insuring safe air travel for crews and passengers and, 
since it will have direct and exclusive responsibility, more likely to maintain 
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standards of workmanship and operation above the minimum of safety during 
the critical period ahead when changeover to jet operation will present many new 
problenis. 

The shocking treatment given CAA and Administrator Lee within the Depart- 
iment of Commerce makes early enactment of such legislation as you propose 
urgently necessary. Air safety should not be jeopardized by allowing ground- 
minded superiors within the Department of Commerce to kick CAA around as a 
political patronage football or to penalize air-minded administrative personnel 
for attempting to apply practical methods for promoting safe air operation and 
development. 


Senator Monroney. I have a letter from the Air Transport Divi- 
sion, Transport Workers of America, from Mr. James F. Horst, in- 
ternational vice president, director of Air Transport Division, 
which I would like to have made a part of the record. 

I was going to say since this does involve a little bit more than their 
mere support of this, could I ask the Chief Counsel to read it, so that 
they will have the advantage of that. 

Mr. Prvurerint. This is Air Transport Division, Transport 
Workers Union of America, December 29, 1955, addressed to Senator 
A. S. Mike Monroney, chairman, aviation subcommittee : 


Drak SENATOR Monroney: The Air Transport Division of the Transport 
Workers Union, AFL-CIO, wholeheartedly supports and endorses the position 
taken by you as chairman of the Senate Aviation Subcommittee with regards to 
the recent forced resignation of Mr, Fred B. Lee, CAA Administrator. 

We firmly believe that no segment of the aviation industry can sit idly by and 
watch the present Administration jeopardize the great air transport safety 
record which has been established in this country. 

We have disagreed in some instances in the past with the policy of the CAA 
on the basis of urging stricter and stronger enforcement pertaining to civil avia- 
tion safety in the interest of the general public. However, we believe that this 
highly important office, the Administrator of the Civil Aeronautics Administra- 
tion, under whose jurisdiction is entrusted the establishing and enforcing of 
civil air regulations cannot be allowed to become a political football as has 
recently taken place with the removal of Mr. Fred Lee. 

As director of the Air Transport Division, I found it most gratifying upon 
hearing of your proposed bill to separate the Civil Aeronautics Administration 
from the Department of Commerce and you will receive the support of the 
Air Transport Division to the successful passage of your proposed legislation. 

Respectfully yours, 
JAMES F. Horst, 
International Vice President, Director, Air Transport Division. 


Senator Monronry. Thank you very much. 
(The document referred to is as follows:) 


Arr TRANSPORT DIVISION, 
TRANSPORT WoRKERS UNION OF AMERICA, 
Elmhurst, N. Y., December 29, 1955. 
Senator A. S. MrKE Monroney, 
Chairman, Aviation Subcommittee, 
Senate Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

My Dear Senator Monroney: The Air Transport Division of the Transport 
Workers Union, AFL—CIO, wholeheartedly supports and endorses the position 
taken by you as Chairman of the Senate Aviation Subcommittee with regards to 
the recent forced resignation of Mr. Fred B. Lee, CAA Administrator. 

We firmly believe that no segment of the aviation industry can sit idly by and 
watch the present Administration jeopardize the great air transport safety 
record which has been established in this country. 

We have disagreed in some instances in the past with the policy of the CAA 
on the basis of urging stricter and stronger enforcement pertaining to civil avia- 
tion safety in the interest of the general public. However, we believe that this 
highly important office, the Administrator of the Civil Aeronautics Administra- 
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tion, under whose jurisdiction is entrusted the establishing and enforcing of 
civil air regulations cannot be allowed to become a political football as has 
recently taken place with the removal of Mr. Fred Lee. 

As Director of the Air Transport Division, I found it most gratifying upon 
hearing of your proposed bill to separate the Civil Aeronautics Administration 
from the Department of Commerce and, you will receive the support of the Air 
Transport Division to the succesful passage of your proposed legislation. 

Respectfully yours, 
JAMES F.. Horst, 


International Vice President, Director, Air Transport Division. 

Senator Monroney. Are there no other witnesses for the component 
parts of your organization ready to testify at this time? 

If not, we will hear from Mr. J. B. Hartranft, Aircraft Owners 
and Pilots Association. 

Mr. Hartranft, we are very glad to have you here again before the 
committee. You have been most helpful in the past in legislatior. 
affecting the progress of aviation, and partic vals rly I remember your 
testimony on the occasion of the consideration of the Federal Aid 
to Airport bill. We are grateful for your appearance. 

In order to retain the consistency of our witnesses, I would ask, if 
you have no objection, that you take the oath. 

Do you solemnly swear that the testimony you are about to give, 
in this ease, shall be the truth, the whole truth, and nothing but the 
truth, so help you God? 

Mr. Harrranrt. I do. 


TESTIMONY OF J. B. HARTRANFT, JR., AIRCRAFT OWNERS 
AND PILOTS ASSOCIATION 


Harrraner. Mr. Chairman, my name is Joseph B, Hartranft, 
Jr. Tam president of the Aircraft Owners and Pilots Association, 
and appear here today in their behalf. The association, national in 
scope, and commonly known as OAPA, has 50,216 qualified, active 
pilots, ap proximately 73 percent of whom own their own aircraft. 
Our full-time staff of 43 serves the needs of the flying public much in 
the manner the American Automobile Association serves the traveling 
public on the highways. 

Except for approximately 5 years’ military service with the United 
States Air Force, I have been on the AOPA staff since the organiza- 
tion’s inception, 17 years ago in 1939. During the war, I was Secre- 
tary of the Inter-Departmental Air Traffic Control Board which 
served as the coordinating agency for technical and operational prob- 
lems between segments of military and civil air activities and, in addi- 
tion, concerned itself with standardization of airway traffic control 
and operational problems. I am and have been for over 20 years an 
aircraft pilot and owner, presently flying my own aircraft from Wash- 
ington National Airport. 

AOPA is privileged to accept the invitation to appear and to present 
a viewpoint of the flying public and the users of general aircraft 
before this committee. 

The general aviation segment, of which AOPA’s 50,000 members 
is representative, fly 483 airplanes for every domestic airliner in the 
air (and 3 times the number of inulti-engine aircraft) and outnumber 
airline pilots in the ratio of 52 to 1. Last year the scheduled airlines 
flew some 2,500,000 hours, while general civil aviation flew 8,800,000 
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hours. Of the country’s 6,921 civil airports, only about 180 have 
control towers. Yet at just those few air ports with control towers, our 
kind of flying accounted for 44 percent of all of the flying recorded 
by those towers. The scheduled airlines accounted for 30 percent of 
he total. 

Members of this committee are, I am sure, aware of this enormous 

ea of flight activity, which is unique and without parallel any- 

here in the world. 

On April 22 and 27, 1954, I appeared before this committee to 
present the detailed position of nonairline pilots and owners on Sen- 
ate bil) 2647, which proposed to combine functions now divided be- 
tween the CAA and the CAB into an independent agency within the 
structure of the Commerce Department, with the exception of acci- 
dent investigation which would be assigned to a newly created Air 
Satety Board. 

We concluded in part that the objectives set forth by the late Sen 
ator MeCarran—a ereat and respec ‘ted advocate of civil aviation—in 
his balboowlh eat by the present organization, but with change of 
emphasis and instrumentation. I stated at that time that such 
changes should be in the direction of “retur ning the Civil Aeronautics 
Act of 1938 more nearly to its original form before its purposes were 
lost in the shufile of subsequent amendments and executive orders.” 

Now, two CAA Administrators later, and especially following the 

ysterious, unexplained, and certainly untimely ouster of Adminis- 
trator Frederick B. Lee, the great import of my 1954 pleadings to 
this committee become doubly apparent. 

- none time has not permitted me to study the detailed language 
of Senate bill 2518 proposed to be introduced by Senator Monroney, 
cursory rei ading of an unnumbered committee print confirms my 
understanding that its gare is to roll back the provisions of Re- 
organization Plan No. IV of 1940 applying to CAA and to restore 
the Civil Aeronautics Administration as an independent agency. 

The purpose of the legislation, therefore, would be to remove CAA 
from the administrative and policy control of the Department of Com- 
merce. It would remove the veto power of the Commerce Department 
lias over civil aviation policies and progress. 

ne ‘now state our approval of this principle. 

will skip the paragraph, Mr. Chairman, which follows, as it had 
been written prior to the time the bill had been introduced. 

appears proper at this time to memorialize for the record a few of 
the contem por ary factors which have historically and inevitably 
created and propelled this i issue into prominence. 

Consider first that the last 8 CAA Administrators have averaged 
only 21 months in office—that i. less than 2 vears. American aviation 
deserves better than this. No businessman would tolerate a key per- 

| turnover rate such as CAA has experienced in an organization 
involving some 15,262 people and operating on a budget of $163,375,- 
N00 a year. 

Mr. Chairman, if I may digress a moment: T have some figures I 

would like to make a ps art of the record, as T think it is important as 


indicating the serious duties which the CAA Administrator under- 
takes, 


sone 
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Senator Monroney. Please develop that in your own way, and 
fully. The committee has plenty of time to go into this today, and 
we value the wide experience that you have had, and members of 
your Pilots and Owners Association have had with CAA, 

Mr. Harrranrr. Mr. Chairman, I think even those of us close to the 
aviation picture sometimes lose our perspective in really knowing the 
_ adership that the United States has for a number of years enjoyed 

n the world of civil aviation. We are truly living in the 25th century, 
am compared with civil aviation for the rest of the world. 

The following table was compiled by AOPA during the course of 
its particip: ition in the recent Second Annual Air Navigation Confer- 
ence by the International Civil Aviation Organization in Montreal, 
It lists the official counts of air traffic for the major cities of Europe, 
then matches each European city by a United States city having a 
comparable traflic count. 

I do not believe these figures have ever been brought forth before, 
Mr. Chairman. They are brief, but I think they are important. 

Senator Monroney. I think they would be very interesting. 

Mr. Harrranrr. Amsterdam, with a traffic count of 51,876, com- 
pares with the American city of Grand Rapids, Mich., with a count 
of 51,989. 

Brussels, 41,520, compares to Binghampton, N. Y., with a count of 
41,451. 

Copenhagen, 52,620, compares with Yakima, Wash., 52,891. 

Dublin, with a count of 17,044, compares with Wheeling, W. Va., 
with a count of 18,726. 

Frankfort, Germany, 37,102, compares with Fresno, Calif., with a 
count of 37,453. 

Geneva, 25,618, compares to Portland, Maine, 24,380. 

Hamburg, 43,724, compares with Evansville, Ind., with a count of 
43.889. 

London, with a traffic count of 98,808, compares with Tampa, Fla., 
with a count of 99,363. 

Marseilles, 35,418, compares with Augusta, Ga., 36,206. 

Nice, 17,970, compares with Pendleton, Oreg., with a count of 
19,039. 

Paris, France, a count of 86,742, compares with Ontario, Calif., with 
a count of 86,544. 

Stockholm, with a count of 46,552, compares to Beaumont, Tex., 
with a count of 46,4 

And lastly, ome Switzerland, 54,204, compares to Peoria, IIL, 
with a count of 55,039. 

Not one of the 10 busiest United States civil airports appears on 
this list. Chicago Midway Airport alone, the world’s busiest, handles 
more traffic in a year than Amsterdam, Copenhagen, London, Paris, 
and Zurich, all combined. 

The total for all European cities listed equals just 35 percent of the 
total tabulated by the 180 CAA control towers in the United States, 
However, these towers exist at only 2.6 percent of all United States 
civil airports. The total for all 6,921 United States airports is un 
known. 

The United States has approximately 312,000 registered _ pilots, 
Great Britain, for example, has 5,390. The United States has ap- 
proximately 99,000 registered aircraft. Great Britain has 655. 
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The 10,678 civil aircraft in California alone nearly equal the com- 
bined total of all civil aircraft of 21 other ICAO nations. 

AOPA members in my organization alone own an estimated 35,000 
aircraft, for more than 53 times as many civil aircraft as are regis- 
tered in 'the entire British Isles, and equal or exceeding the combined 
total aircraft of all of the United States military air services. 

I state those figures only to give us perspective, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Monroney. Those are certainly helpful to this committee, 
and show the seven league wings with which aviation has been mov ing 
forward. I presume that this reserve of these lar ge numbers of pilots 
and privately operated planes of the or ganization you represent is a 
most important defense potential because almost all those planes 
could be converted immediately, and the pilots also, into useful civil 
air patrol or other functions such as ferry pilots and experts in the 
field of aviation in the event of a national emergency. 

Mr. Harrranrr. Yes, Mr. Chairman. It is my recollection the fig- 
ures of approximately 230,000 civil pilots reached combat duty in 
World War IT. 

Senator Monroney. And most of those pilots had to be taught to fly 
largely by the old timers who had kept aviation alive during ‘the days 
after World War I up until the time of the outbreak of Pe: arl Harbor. 

Mr. Harrranrt. Yes, sir. 

Senator Monroney. And most of them at their own expense and 
with their own ingenuity in many cases—being far removed from 
aviation centers, but determined to continue to fly—not only main- 
tained their air proficiency, but in many cases learned many of the 
secrets of maintenance and ground control and airport construction 
and things of that nature. 

Be ay I “ask for the purpose of the record: There is a group within 

iation that I feel is very important. It is a factor in the mainte- 
nance of this private flying that you represent, and that is the fixed 
base operators. Does your or ganization represent fixed base opera- 
tors 2 

Mr. Harrranrt. Mr. Chairman, our organization has included in 
its membership as nearly as we can estimate between 4,000 and 5,000 
fixed base operators. I would point out to the committee, os 
that that group does have its own national association, the National 
Aviation Trades Association. 

Senator Monroney. The National Aviation Trades Association ? 

Mr. Harrranrr. Who have an executive director, Mr. Charles 
Parker, who is physically located in the city of Washington. 

Senator Monronry. We will extend an invitation to him to testify. 
Tam glad to know your organization encompasses these people, but 
I just can’t say too much for the service that I know these fixed-base 
operators perfor m, the air taxi service, the servicing of the private 
planes, getting them airborne in case of emergency, and particularly 
may I say that I think the policy adopted by Mr. Lee as Civil Aero- 
nautics Administrator—and I would like to know if you approve— 
instead of the Federal Government owning all of its own hght 
aircraft, which would be an expense to the Government in deprecia- 
tion and overhaul and things of that kind, do you approve of his 
policy of where feasible and where obtainable renting on a per day 
or per month basis, leasing these aircraft from the fixed base oper- 
ators, which is helpful to the development of aviation ? 
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Mr. Harrranrr. Mr, Chairman, that is not exactly within my 
province, but to answer your question affirmatively, I think that is 
consistent with the development of civil aviation. IL would add 
only to that that we believe it is essential that a great number of the 
people who deal with aviation policy within the ‘Government organ- 
zat ons would properly qualify the ‘mselves and continue to qualify 
themselves as active pilots. 

We believe that many of the issues which come about would not 
come about if the proponents of the measures had the intimate know]- 
edge which their flying skills would give them. 

So to the extent that such a program might be expected to allow 
greater use of aircraft, greater pilot proficiency on the part of these 
Government agents, we would certainly very firmly endorse it. 

Senator Monroney. In other words, I found while I was out in 
Oklahoma—which is a very airminded State—that for the neces- 
sary travel, even in getting around the State, I could travel about as 
cheaply in a Piper Pacer chartered for the day on a per hour flight- 
time basis as ground transportation would be, considering the shorter 
distances and the speed with which these planes would fly—even 
as small a plane as the Piper Pacer. 

I found in cases at Oklahoma City, the men who had to travel, 
instead of being allowed their 6 cents per mile for cars, were encour- 
aged to use a charter basis, with themselves as pilots, and.the services 
of the fixed-base operators, which not only helped these operators 
continue a firm demand for the services of their chartering for flight, 
but also helped to speed up the efficiency of these men in doing their 
routine duties around the State of Oklahoma and in that. area. 

Excuse me for interrupting. 

Mr. Hartranrr. Mr. Chairman, before I digressed with the figures, 
I had made the point that the CAA in my opinion had suffer ed con- 
siderably because of the rapid turnover of Administrators. The last 
turnover merits particular attention. 

Seriously concerned with rumors which received wide press cir- 
culation concerning etforts of Department of Commerce officials to 
oust Fred B. Lee, AOPA wired the Honorable Sherman Adams, 
Assistant to the President of the United States in part as follows: 

Mr. Lee is one of the few competent, well-qualified Administrators the Civil 
Aeronautics Administration has ever had. 

We have disagreed strongly with him and his Administration a number of 
times in matters concerning civil aviation. However, we have honored. and 
respected his final decisions as being honest and based on a sound technical and 


practical knowledge of civil aviation. 
Mr. Lee has been most progressive in dealing with contemporary civil aviation 


problems, and has nationwide industry respect and support. 

We respectfully submit that his removal could only be justified by a clear 
and honest statement of the facts warranting this action, and any sueh action 
predicated on any other reason will meet with the strongest possible industry 
opposition. 

A prompt, but routine, noncommittal reply was received. We have 
not been advised, and we doubt that the Administrator was ever 
given, satisfactory explanation as to the reasons for his summary dis- 
charge—after 10 years of able service. 

The issue is clear and irrefutable that the Lee incident, tragic and 
unfair in itself, is nonetheless only a repeat performance of an old and 


fatal pattern of Commerce Department domination. 
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I was immediately struck, Mr. Chairman, by the similarity between 
the Lee case and that involvi ing Dr. Astin, of the National Bureau of 
Standards. Even the cast of characters has some of the same people 
in it. 

This unsympathetic stepmother course has alternately diluted and 
frustrated fulfillment of essential aviation policy and made a ridicu- 
lous beanbag out of the CAA Administrators’ office. 

Administrator Donald Nyrop served 8 months. Administrator 
Charles Horne 22 months. Lee managed to remain 33 months, a large 
portion of which involved incessant Commerce Department sniping 
and bushwacking over plans for air-navigation facilities, airport ex- 
pansion, and other fundamental aviation policies. 

Any new Administrator, however able, faces no better fate under 

xisting circumstances. 

Gentlemen, how can civil aviation ever‘achieve sound, long-range 
planning of airway and safety programs when the chief officials re- 
sponsible are bounced in and out of office like tennis balls + 

Why should aviation facility and safety programs, including the 
budgetary planning necessary for accomplishment, be strained twice 
before reaching the Appropriations Committees of the Congress, 
first through the Commerce Department, then the Bureau of the 
Budget ¢ 

This is not to challenge the traditional system of checks and balances 
between the executive and legislative departments, but it is to ques- 
tion the obvious and recurrent impaired and deformed budget pro- 
grams flowing out of the Commerce Department spigot. 

Of the better known illustrations in the 1-year Commerce Depart- 
men “moratorium”—“stoppage” is a more realistic word—of the Fed- 
eral-aid-to-airport program. History will record the wisdom of this 
in the shadow of jet airline and national-defense requirements, but the 
point at issue (aside from possible congressional frustration) is that 
industry aie found itself marching between two brass bands, Com- 
merce and CAA, and trying to keep in step with both—an impossible 
task and burden. 

In the interest of flying safety and the preservation and expansion 
of total airpower in the United States, the job of administering the 
CAA must be based upon merit and performance of its Administrator. 

The nonaviation transportation pressures inherently present in the 
Commerce Department must not warp, thwart, or dilute the civil 
aviation progress and capability of this great Nation, for indeed the 
words “aviation” and “survival” have today become siamese twins. 

In my opinion, having watched this fantastic spectacle of “musical 
chairs’—with CAA Administrators hardly warming their chairs 
before replacement—and knowing something of the reasons and great 
problems involved, I have concluded that a divorce of CAA from 
Commerce is essential to afford a CAA Administrator a clear and un- 
obstructed channel for creating and implementing critical programs 
to keep America first in the air. 

The need for restoring full health, dignity, and self-respect to the 
CAA is immediate. 

Another “Lee incident” might well collapse the CAA organization 
by shattering the already low morale of the hundreds of able CAA 
technicians who perform services vital to the safety of the flying public, 
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whether pilot or passenger, in one of the 58,033 private business and 
industrial aircraft or one of the 1,500 airline aircraft or one of the 
estimated 35,000 military aircraft (who also use and depend upon 
CAA navigation and communication facilities). 

CAA personnel have been numbed by the events which have hap- 
pened. Their ranks, often sheared thin by proselyting military 
expansion demands, can be irreparably split by the further temptation 
of industry positions (often at higher compensation) if convincing 
action is not quickly forthcoming. The demonstrated loyalty of 
these skilled CAA technicians must not be further exploited. 

Neither soundly conceived and administered aviation programs— 
nor the Administrators serving to gain their fulfillment—should be 
subject to tampering or sc uttling at the mere caprice of some new 
Commerce Department official or other disgruntled individual. Nor 
should CAA planning or ‘personnel exist in constant fear of alien 
pressures, whether from hostile transportation elements within the 
Commerce Department or uncoordinated (sometimes unreasonable) 
military demands filtered or forced upon poorly informed Commerce 
officials who, lacking aviation knowledge, are hopelessly jockeyed into 
unwarranted positions of compromise harmful to civil aviation 
growth. 

Whatever the arguments which may have inspired reorganizational 
plan IV, the record is now spread with ample evidence proving, in- 
sofar as CAA is concerned, that it has not worked, that it needs to 
be changed back, and that the need for action is immediate. 

Thank you for the privilege accorded our association to make this 
presentation. 

Mr. Chairman, if it is appropriate for the record, having heard some 
previsous testimony about the Paget report, I have 1 or 2 remarks, 
if they are germane. If they are not, I would conclude my testi- 
mony—— 

Senator Monroney. I think that your experience, the organization 
you represent, and the broad inquiry that this sube ommittee is mak- 
ing into, one, the reasons for the discharge of Mr. Lee and the circum- 
stances surrounding it, the testimony that we have already received 
regarding his difference in position, and the growing dissatisfaction 
of those in the superstructure of the Department of Commerce over 
acts passed by this Congress and recommendations made for an ade- 
quate. system of air control, open this to testimony that I believe you 
would be perfectly competent to give as a representative of this verv 
large segment of active pilots and aircraft owners. 

As you testify, I know if any member of the committee has any 
feeling that it is extraneous, we will certainly be glad to discuss that. 
But I believe it would be helpful to this committee to have you 
give what you think you need to, and if it should be found to ha 
extraneous, we will certainly raise that question. 

Mr. Harrranrr. I have 3 or 4 brief points, Mr. Chairman. I heva 
diligently searched our files and records, and discussed with other 
members of my staff, the work of the group who prepared the Cres7p, 
McCormick & Paget report. To the best of our recollection, we were 
never contacted at any time by that committee in connection with 
whatever research they may have made. That is the first point. 
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My second point is that on May 10, 1954, we made an effort to find 
out the nature of the report, and the circumstances under which it may 
have been undertaken. We made comment in our statement to the 
Director of Federal Airways, CAA, of that day that virtually every- 
thing in the C. M. and P. study reflects an apparent assumption that 
every civil aircraft that flies has at least 2 engines, 2 pilots with the 
highest skills, and unlimited quantities of complex and _ costly 
equipment. 

We further said “Because of this general reaction to the entire 
paper, we would like to ask some basic questions.” 

” e then asked eight questions: They were: 

For what spec ific purpose was ©. M. and P. hired—by whom? 
2 Specifically what rules were they given as a basis for their opera- 
oe 
. How were these rules expli ained to C. M. and P., and by whom? 
To what extent did C. M. and P. have contact in Washington 
pi ior to the beginning of their fieldwork with working people in the 

A A—people thoroughly acquainted with the present operations of 
the Federal airways system, and with the types of use to which the 

system is put # 
To what extent, if any, did C. M. and P. consult with non-Gov- 
ernment users of these facilities during the course of their work 4 

6, Who were the C. M. and P. men who did this work, by name? 

. What were the specific qualifications of each of these men for 
this particular job? 

And lastly: What is the total fee charged the United States 
Government by C. M. and P. for this project ? 

Senator Monroney. That was under date of-— 

Mr. Harrranrt. May 10, 1954. No response was forthcoming to 
that inquiry. Mr. Chairman. We since understand that the CAA 
was not at liberty to give answer to it. 

Senator Monronry. Under some presumed classification or secrecy 
order ? 

Mr. Harrranrr. Yes, sir. 

Senator Monronrey. Which has been largely the same secrecy policy 
which even a subcommittee of the United States Senate has bumped 
against until just the other day, when we did acquire the C. M. and P. 
report—but over the protest of the Department of Commerce. 

For the record, I think it would be good at this time to insert in 
the record the letter from the Department of Commerce, Office of 
General Counsel, under date of January 10—the letter to me as Chair- 
man, and signed by Mr. Philip A. Ray, General Counsel. 

I would like to'call attention to the third paragraph of the letter 
which states—I will not delay the committee with the full letter be- 

‘ause it deals with some other requests. 


In transmitting this survey to you, we wish to call attention to the fact that 
in our opinion no purpose would be served in making public the contents of the 
survey at this time. The survey, which was transmitted on June 7, 1954, contains 
recommendations which would involve several significant changes in the concept 
of operation of air navigation facilities, aeronautical communications, air traffic 
control, and in the conduct of aviation safety activities. I am sure you will 
appreciate the difficulties attendant upon the premature release of programs still 
under evaluation which could possibly involve areas of responsibility, jobs, func- 
tions, methods of operation, and the reassignment or reduction of personnel, 


many of which recommendations upon sufficient study might never be put into 
operation. 
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It would seem to me that if it involves these highly technical phases, 
such as operation, the concept of operation, aeronautical communica- 
tions, air traffic control and the conduct of air safety activities, that 
certainly an organization making such a survey would have been blind 
to the realities of the job assigned them had they not discussed with 
some representatives of your organization that represents the biggest 
number of pilots in aircraft toda iy, before firming this up into a com- 
prehensive report. 

Do you not agree that that would have been the normal process? 

Mr. Harrranrr. Mr. Chairman, based upon numerous other 
studies which have been made, such as the Doolittle report, the Presi- 
dent’s air policy report, the studies of the National Security and 
Resources Board and their various task forces, the normal procedure 
has been that we would have been contacted, and always have. 

Senator Monroney. Perhaps Mr. Doolittle didn’t know enough 
about aviation, and he had to have some help. But Cresap, Mc- 
Cormick and Paget needed no help on the technical phase. 

Mr. Harrranrr. I would merely let the record speak for itself, Mr. 
Chairman. There is a second chapter to this. 

On March 18, 1955, we found it necessary to address a letter to 
Mr. L. W. Burton, Secretary, Air Traffic Control and Navigation 
Panel, Air Coordinating Committee, regarding the Cresap, Mc- 
Cormick and Paget study, parts of which had been introduced into 
that committee. 

[ appear here today, Mr. Chairman, under the same obligation to 
observe the confidential status of that report. 

Senator Monronry. Why should we observe the confidential status 
of a report that affects the safety, and proposes a completely new con- 
cept of control of the airways in a 3-dimensional proportion and that 
proposed to abolish three-fifths of the ground-air communications. 
That is public information and should be put in neon lights for every- 
body that flies and for most of the people who ride the airlines to 
know about, before it is suddenly thrust on us—if that should be done. 
You would have had no opportunity, if it is kept under the veil of 
secrecy, to open this to public discussion and to interested groups 
within aviation. 

I see no reason at this stage in these hearings to respect any part of 
the report, but in the interest of not further lowering whatever morale 
might remain in CAA, those sections dealing with job elimination on 
administrative or management levels, we will try to maintain in some 
degree of privacy, if not secrecy. 

But on the functional operation of air contro] and communications, 
T think it ought to be out on top of the table for everybody that flies, 
or may fly, to see. 

Mr. Hartrranrr. Mr. Chairman, rather than expressing an opinion, 
I would like to let the record speak for itself. 

Under that dateline, we stated in part that it had appeared once 
again that these “inside” deliberations—and we referred there to cer- 
tain recommendations regarding weathermen and delegating author- 
ity to control towers to control aircraft under VFR conditions. 

In connection with that, we indicated—and I quote: 


It appears that once again these “inside” deliberations will be used to impose 
unnecessary restrictions on the great majority of civil aircraft using the airspace. 
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Then I come to the sentence—which is the purpose of my reading 
this into the record: 

Under the circumstances, I want to immediately request your permission to 
publicize this proposal throughout the United States in order to urge the strong- 
est public reaction from the entire aviation industry. 

We stated in our closing paragraph : 

Unless we hear from you within 10 days upon receipt of this letter, I will 
issume I am free to proceed. 

That letter was signed by Mr. Max Karant, assistant general man- 
ager of our association. 

Under March 25 dateline, on the stationery of the Air Coordinat- 
ing Committee, we received a reply— 

Senator Monronery. You started on 1 it in May, 1954—May 10, I 
belie ve? 

Mr. Harrranrr. That is correct, 

_Se nator Monronry. And in I! 55 you were still trying to get some 

cht on the thing that affected the membership of your organization. 

Vr. Harrranrr. The answer we received over the signature of the 
Secretary of the Air Traffic Control and Navigation Panel, Air Co- 
ordinating Committee—and I state the pertinent paragraph: 

None of these comments are intended for publication or geleral release. 
rherefore it is not possible to reply affirmatively in regard to your request. 


So, Mr. Chairman, we come up against the problem inherent, I think, 
ith any user group, that here we have a set of recommendations which 
receiving active attention by those who mold aviation policy. We 

fee a that the report should be subject to some scrutiny with respect to 


the capability of those who performed the report, to make such a re- 
port, and that the results of that report certainly should be properly 
exposed to the people who are directly affected. 

[ can make no point, sir, except to complete the record on the story 
of the Paget report. That concludes my testimony, Mr. C hairman. 

May I express again my appreciation to you and ‘other members of 
the committee for “this opportunity of expressing our viewpoint on 
this very important matter. 

Senator Monronry. You have been ver y helpful to this committee. 
[ would like to say at this juncture that before releasing the C. M. & 
P. report, we will have an executive session and will attempt to have 
all members of the committee there to discuss it. But speaking for 
inyself, and myself only, I can see nothing but disservice to aviation 
safety and to adequate planning through public information, of the 
suppression of this as well as other vital reports on aviation that have 
become classified. 

It would seem to me that the CAA is actually an arm of the Con- 
uress, and the activities of the CAA under the Department of Com- 
merce are performing delegated powers that the Congress finds it 
impossible to legislate in the myriad and technical fields « dealing with 
aviation safety ‘and communic: ations, et cetera. 

It would be no more proper to c ‘lassify, suppress, withhold, or keep 
secret such a report as the C. M. & P. report, making such recommen- 
dations for spectacular changes i in air navigation and ground control, 
than it would for Congress not only to meet in secrecy in its commit- 
tees, but to meet in secrecy as it discusses and forms up the legislation 
which it passes and sends on to the President. 
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I certainly intend to maintain that position in the executive session, 
and I hope to make this report public. I do not think there is any- 
thing of a classified or military secret nature contained in this report 
that any of our enemies, or potential enemies, might find helpful to 
them if they obtained it. 

We will not make it public, however, until we do have a full com- 
mittee to discuss this, to see what the wishes of all the members are. 

Mr. Harrranrr. May I clarify one point, Mr. Chairman, in the form 
of limiting my comment? I have no idea what the full content of that 
report is, as I have never seen it. I, therefore, certainly would not be 
qualified to even imply that it should or should not be released to the 
public. My statement and my intent was to confine my remarks to 
those portions of the report which were on air policy and which were 
being introduced into the committees of the Air Coordinating Com- 
mittee. 

I think that their use there certainly should free at least those por- 
tions for scrutiny by those who are affected thereby. I wish to make 
the record clear that there may be other parts of that report in which 
there would be vital information that might not be in the public 
interest. 

I have no idea, and I would not presume to be qualified to make any 
comments with respect to that. 

Senator Monroney. I will say to you that that was the burden of 
the negotiations which we were conducting with the Commerce De- 
partment, that those phases that would further destroy CAA morale, 
and which were in the normal competence of the C. M. & P. group 
for organizational studies and management reports, that we didn’t 
want to get involved in or be accused of preventing a recovery of the 
CAA morale. 

For that reason, we have made every concession we could make, I 
think, in seeking to bring to light and to the public and those groups 
whose very lives depend on safety and on communications and on air 
traffic control, the substance of these spectacular and novel concepts 
that the management firm which was only recently away from the New 
York Central job, brought into the aviation picture. 

Let me ask you this one thing, because I think it affects very vitally 
the group that you represent: During Mr. Lee’s testimony, if I cor- 
rectly remember—counsel will corerct me if I do not—one of the parts 
of this C. M. & P. which has been publicly testified to by Mr. Lee was 
that three-fifths of the ground-to-air communications were proposed 
to be eliminated or consolidated. 

How would that affect private flying? Would it be in the interest 
of safety if we were to eliminate that number of communication sta- 
tions? 

Mr. Harrranrr. Mr. Chairman, the point which was stated with re- 
spect to the technical aspect of line of sight radio transmissions which 
is inherent with our high frequency system would indicate that those 
who used lower altitudes generally would have their service restricted 
because of the mechanical limitations of being able to communicate 
with the station. 

We have made no detailed report, as we would, if the full report had 
been made available to us and we could take it out into the Keld and 
consult with the people who use the facilities in various areas. This 
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has not been possible because of the gag which has been placed on the 
report, 

But I think it can be generalized that when you remove stations 
and you fly at lower altitudes—which is typical of general aviation— 
that there will come a time when your line of sight limitation will cut 
down upon your communications capability. 

[ would only add one point, Mr. Chairman: We are caught in a ter- 
rifie squeeze play on this issue. It has been necessary in air defense 
recently to tighten up on the security control of civil aircraft. The 
ADIZ area—the Air Defense Identification Zones required for the air 
defense—now impose a considerable burden upon pilots to communi- 
cate flight plan information to the filter centers. 

If they do not do so, it requires costly interception by fighter air- 
craft. So we arrive at this very unfortunate circumstance at a time 
when we need more, rather than less, communications to meet that 
problem. We may be facing the possibility of elimination of com- 
munications. I think that is a very important point in this problem. 

Senator Monronry. Specifically: then, it is likely with the elimina- 
tion of three-fifths of the stations that the airliners, with their high- 
powered radio equipment and the multiple frequenci ies of their sets, 
involving, I guess, $50,000 or $100,000 in electronics; does it not in the 
average airliner? 

Mr. Harrranrr. Yes, Mr. Chairman. Again, if we are speaking of 
VHF. I think it is not so much in the additional power output, al- 
though that is a factor, as it is in this restriction on altitude. Most 
of general aviation does not fly under instrument conditions. There- 
fore, they fly at lower altitudes. 

At higher altitudes, even with the lower powered sets, there is a 
ne good radius of operation possible. But this limiting feature 

ain 1s the low altitude and the line of sight characteristic of the set. 
, if you remove stations, you remove coverage, generally speaking 

‘Cusine’ Monroney. What I was driving at—perh: aps your airliners 
can reach these more distant stations, but for the purpose of receiving 
the filter centers in our air defense setup, their flight plans are pretty 
well known. But the flight plans of the private pilot going from here 
to Chicago for example, unless he has the capability ‘of re: aching the 
ground communications stations, he cannot be properly identified as to 
his flight plan and to the changes of course he might find nec essary 
in order to avoid severe weather. Is that not correct ? 

Mr. Harrranrt. Yes, that is correct, Mr. Chairman. There is the 
alternative that the man can file a flight plan by placing a long-distance 
call. That, however, is not a very practical solution out in the large 
parts of the country, and only recently we have determined consid- 
erable hardship in areas where toll calls—long-distance calls—are 
rationed and can only be made during a certain part of the day. 

So, again we have a great dependency on the ability of the pilot {o 
communicate from the aircraft by his airborne radio to the ground sta- 
tion. 

Senator Monronery. On a day like today, for eximple, where the 
Weather is not too good, going from here to C hicagio, What would a 
private pilot get from the “ground communications in addition to that 
which he gives in his location in describing the progress of flying;? 

Mr. Harrranrr. A pilot can obtain two types of general informa- 
tion. The pilot ona visual flight rule plan 
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senator Monronry. And most of your private p lots—that is, the 
sportsmen pilots and those with small planes, usually fly visually, 
don't they ? 

Mr. Harrranrr. The greater majority of the heurs are flown in 
that manner, Mr. Chairman. The CAA, of course, can provide the cur- 
rent weather conditions: and if the man 

Senator Monronry. That is, before taking off, ycu mean? 

Mr. Harrranrr. Before taking off; and the prudent pilot making 
his radio contacts as he proceeds “along his course will request and be 
given weather so that he always knows what is ahead of him. 

If he has filed a flight plan, the CAA offers an even greater public 
safety service as they will have weather given to them “whether they 
request it or not. 

Senator Monronery. That is on certain periods of the hour, is it not? 

Mr. Harrranrt. The weather is always available at stated periods 
for routine weather, but if there is a worsening weather condition, a 
special will be put on the wire and it in turn will be given by the 
communicator to the pilot by the ground air radio transmission. 

So the pilot has a great dependency safetywise upon the operation 
of the INSAC stations operated by the CAA. It is the one great 
point of contact which the average pilot has with the CAA organi- 
zation. 

Senator Monroney. It is a great comfort if there is a front ahead, 
perhaps, to know that on the hour or at periods within the hour, you 
are going to be given the ceilings at the various airports that would 
be alternate airports in your general direction, is that not true? 

Mr. Harrranrt. It is true, but it is probably not the more dramatic 
part of the CAA service which I have not mentioned, and that is the 
service available to a pilot in a distress condition. 

Senator Monroney. Would you detail that for the committee ? 

Mr. Harrranrt. I think if this committee has the interest, they 
might obtain any typical log of an INSAC station with respect to the 
incident reports. We have often felt that some kind of an award 
should be set up for CAA personnel who have saved many pilots and 
their passengers, who have had various incidents happen to them any- 
where from getting lost or having radio equipment failure, et cetera. 

The pilot flyi ing under those conditions knows that he has somebody 
on the ground there as a lifesaver to help him. And indeed the record 
is very adequate to establish the number of lives—to say nothing of the 
value of the equipment—which have been saved by the alert, well- 
trained, and very respected technicians of the CAA who oper ate the 
communications and tower stations. 

Senator Monroney. So the elimination of three-fifths of these 
ground to air communication systems would in some degree lower the 

safety and facilities which civil aviation and private fliers have come 
to rely on through the years? 

Mr. Harrranrt. Without making a detailed study of reports which 
haven’t been available to me, Mr. Chairman, I would feel reasonably 
safe in stating that as a basic assumption, yes, sir. 

Senator Monroney. Thank you very much. 

Senator Payne? 

Senator Payne. No questions. 

Senator Monroney. Senator Bible? 
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Senator Brntr. No questions. 

Senator Monronery. Counsel? 

Mr. Peviearint. No, sir. 

Senator Monronry. We do want to thank you very much for this 
competent and informative testimony of which you have availed the 
committee. 

Is Mr. McMullen in the room? Would you be good enough to state 
your name for the record ? 

Mr. McMutien. My name is A. B. McMullen. 

Senator Monronry. You have no objection to being sworn ? 

Mr. McMu.urn. None, sir. 

Senator Monronry. Mr. McMullen, do you solemnly swear that the 
testimony you are about to give in this case shall be the truth, the whole 
truth, and nothing = the truth, so help you God ¢ 

Mr. McMutten. I do. 

Senator Monroney. Thank you very much, Mr. McMullen. You 
appeared before our committee on previous times and we are extremely 
grateful to you for your helpful interest not only in this matter, but 


in previous matters in which we he ive had a mutual interest. 
Mr. McMvuuten. Thank you, sir. 





TESTIMONY OF A. B. McMULLEN, EXECUTIVE SECRETARY, 
NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF STATE AVIATION OFFICIALS 





Mr. McMcutien. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, as 
I have already stated my name is A. B. McMullen. I am the executive 
secretary of the National Association of State Aviation Officials. whose 
officers and members sincerely appreciate the opportunity you have 
given them to express their views and recommendations with respect 
to this proposed legislation, S. 2818. 

The association, which I shall hereafter refer to as NASAO, strongly 
recommends the enactment of this bill. 

The Civil Aeronautics Act of 1938, as amended, states that— 

The Administrator of Civil Aeronautics is empowered and directed to encourage 
and foster the development of civil aeronautics and air commerce in the United 
States, and abroad, and to encourage the establishment of civil airways, landing 
areas, and other air navigation facilities. 

The Federal Airport Act of 1946 authorized and directed the Ad 
ministrator to prepare and revise annually, national plans for the 
development of public airports in the United States, meluding the 
Territories, within available appropriations, to make grants of funds 
to sponsors of airport development, and in so doing- 
take into account the needs of both air commerce and private flying, the probable 
technological developments in the science of aeronautics, the probable growth 
and requirements of civil aeronautics, and such other consideration as he may 
deem appropriate * * * 

This law also requires the Administrator, in preparing the national 
airport plan, and in making grants of funds to sponsors for airport 
development to— 
consult, and give consideration to the views and recommendations of, the Civil 
Aeronautics Board, the States and Territories and their political subdivisions, 
the Federal Communications Commission, and the various depart- 
ments of the National Defense Establishment. 
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NASAO is of the opinion that the authority and responsibility Con- 
gress originally delegated to the Administrator of Civil Aeronautics 
in these acts, which so vitally affect an active and growing industry, 
should not be dissipated or divided in such a manner as to make it 
impossible or difficult to determine who or what (agency) is at fault 
if and when mistakes are made or programs are not effectively and 
efficiently administered. This, we feel, is the situation that now exists 
with the CAA functioning as an agency of the Department of Com- 
merce. 

The language of these acts, which not only authorizes, but directs, 
close coordination and cooperation between the various governmental 
agencies, should assure necessary coordination between CAA and 
other Government agencies in executing basic laws which govern the 
development of aviation and airports in the United States, without 
supervision or direction on the part of the Department of Commerce. 

NASAO members recognize that aviation is of sufficient importance 
to justify Cabinet or equivalent status in the executive branch of our 
government, and that it should have active and vigorous representa- 
tion at the White House and for these reasons, NASAO raised no 
major objection to Reorganization Plan No. IV, which placed CAA 
under the jurisdiction and management of the Department of Com- 
merce in 1940, although we were skeptical of the results at the time. 

Certainly 15 years ‘should suffice to demonstrate the ability or ef- 
fectiveness of a government agency in administering a law or pro- 
gram. During this period of time, I cannot recall a single instance 
when or where aviation has partic ularly benefited from the Depart- 
ment of Commerce administration, in comparison with what could 
have been accomplished if CAA had been operating as an independent 
agency. On the other hand, there have been many occasions when 
lack of understanding, prejudice, procrastination, or deliberate ob- 
struction tactics, have prevented activation or continuation of con- 
structive avi: tion projects, programs, or policies. 

Reluctantly, NASAO members have now reached an almost unani- 
mous conclusion that civil aeronautics has not been given active and 
vigorous representation at the White House, nor has it enjoyed a real 

Cabinet status since the CAA was placed under the jurisdiction of the 

Saneraou of Commerce by the above-mentioned reorganization 
plan. 
NASAO recently conducted a nationwide poll of State directors and 
commissioners of aeronautics to determine their views and recom- 
mendations with respect to proposals such as those incorporated in 
S. 2818, which would remove from the Department of Commecre all 
responsibility for the administration of civil aeronautics and the Fed- 
eral Aid Airport Program. 

In this survey, three specific questions were asked regarding the 
proposed legislation, which were: 

I would like to point out that we did not at that time have the bill 
that was later introduced, but the preliminary committee draft. These 
questions were asked : 

Should SASAO (1) Actively support this legislation, (2) oppose 
the legislation, (3) take no action. 

Directors or commissioners from 39 States and Territories have 
replied to the questionnaire. None have recommended that the legis- 
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lation be opposed. Three suggested that no action be taken, at least 
until they had had an opportunity to review the provisions of the bill, 
which was not available at the time the survey was commenced. Since 
that time 2 of the 3 have switched to active support, so that as the 
vote now stands, it is 88 voting strongly to support the legislation, 
and only 1 recommending no action be taken. None are opposing the 
legislation. 

I feel this vote is significant, for in my opinion, no one group of 
individuals or officials is in a better position to closely observe, with- 
out prejudice, the airport-by-airport, county-by-county, and State- by- 
State problems; the growth or deterioration, and the prosperity or 
adversity, of all segments of aviation, than are the various State di- 
rectors of aviation, for the very nature of their work brings them in 
close daily contact with every aviation activity in their “respective 
States. 

Mr. CuarrMan. I received, since we started the survey, many sup- 
plementary letters and telegrams and telephone calls in addition to 
the ballot, you might call it, that we sent out in connection with the 
questionnaire. I would like to read into the record this one telegram 
from the Director of the Aeronautics Commission of Indiana. 

Senator Monroney. Those would be very helpful and any others 
that you have I presume would be all right, since they represent 
oflicial State or airport municipal airport wroups, to incorporate a 
selection of those in the record. 

Mr. McMutxien. Thank you. This telegram illustrates the man- 
ner in which the State commissions attempt to obtain the views of 
the various elements of aviation within their States. That is one 
reason I would like to incorporate it. It is addressed to A. B. Me- 
Mullen, executive secretary, NASAO, Washington Office, under date 
of January 3 
















\fter due consideration of a serious and undesirable situation confronting 
il aviation brought about by adverse interference and direction by the Depart- 
ment of Commerce not in the best interest of civil aviation and the public, a 
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ip of representatives of aviation in Indiana, including the Aeronautics 
rer oaasainaias of Indiana, the Indiana Aviation Trades Association, the Indiana 
Airport Officials Association, and the Indiana Aviation Advisory Council, unani- 
mously support and urge the favorable consideration of the principles set forth 


in 2 proposed bill designed to divorce the Civil Aeronautics Administration from 
such adverse and undesirable influences and the establishment of an agency of 
Government adequate to administer and provide for the proper and 
development of civil aviation, all in the national welfare and interest. 

Many recommendations were received from our members to the 
effect that the time has now arrived and aviation has become of 
sufficient importance, that a Department of Air or a Department of 
similar name—Department of Aeronautics or whatever you might 
want to call it—should be established to coordinate and administer 
various aviation functions which are now scattered between a number 
of Federal agencies. 

No other major industry is more closely or completely regulated 
than aviation. The aircraft, including its original design, its power- 
plant, propellers, wheels, instruments and all its ¢ omponent parts, are 
inspected, certificated, and approved by the CAA. 

No person may operate a certificated aircraft in any manner unless 
he is first examined and certificated or licensed by the CAA or the De- 
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partment of Commerce. We are not sure who is responsible at the 
present time. 

No person may work as a mechanic or repairman on a certificated 
aircraft unless he is examined, licensed, or authorized to do so by the 
CAA, or unless he works directly under the supervision of a person 

certificated by CAA. 

What does this mean? To me it indicates that the aviation industry 
is overregulated by the Federal Government, even under the most 
favorable of circumstances. But, to have policies and regulations 
promulgated and enforced by an agency that has little professtional 
knowledge of aviation or that is predomin: intly directed by persons 
who may be more interested in competitive industires and transpor- 
tations systems, is not only undesirable, but could be tragic. 


FEDERAL AID AIRPORT PROGRAM 


An example of how aviation has fared under the Department of 
Commerce is illustrated by the manner in which the Federal aid 
airport program has been administered. 

In 1946, Congress authorized a 7-year airport program, and a $500 
million appropriation, with a maximum authorized expenditure of 
100 million in any one year. In 1950, the lift of the act was extended 
from 7 to 12 years, principally because so little had been accomplished 
to that date. 

At no time has the Department of Commerce recommended or re- 
quested an annual appropriation approaching the authorized annual 
maximum—and no request for appropriations was submitted to Con- 
gress for fiscal 1954. 

During recent years, policies and regulations governing the Fed 
eral aid airport program have been promulg rated ‘by the Department 
of Commerce, which have progressively restricted and hampered the 
orderly development of a national system of airports which would 
reasonably serve all communities. T hese policies and regulations very 
nearly resulted in the abolishment of the entire FAAP program, 
although aviation is one of the largest and fastest growing industries, 
and the airplane is month by month increasingly “affecting the lives 
of all citizens. 

We now expect to introduce, within 3 years, into full scale use on 
United States trunk and international airlines, the largest and fastest 
jet aircraft ever developed—although there are prob: ably less than a 
dozen civil airports in the United States adequate to safely or effi- 
ciently accommodate them. 

For fiscal 1956, the Department of Commerce recommended an ap- 
propriation of only $22 million for the Federal aid airport program, 
although reliable studies indicated a need for $111 million Federal 
funds to match available sponsor funds. 

It is interesting to note that during the same period the Federal 
aid airport program was being curtailed and restricted by the Depart- 
ment of Commerce, plans and proposals for the largest highway build- 
ing program ever to be undertaken in the world, costing billions of 
dollars, was being actively sponsored—the Public Roads Administra- 
tion isa Bureau of the Department of Commerce. 

Senator Monronry. Some $25 billion, wasn’t it, that the cost of the 
Federal aid program over the immediate years ahead was to be. 
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Mr. McMuuurn. I believe that is correct, sir. I want to point out 
that the State aviation officials have no objection to the development 
of an adequate system of highways, but we simply use this as an illus- 
tration to show how unbal: iced the administration program of the De 
partment of Commerce is in relation to various phases of transporta- 
tion. 

Senator Monronrey. Would you like interruptions at that point on 
the Federal aid to airport program / 

Mr. McMutten. If you would care to, sir. 

Senator Monroney. I think it fits in here. 

It will be rather brief. I think you told the committee that during 
the years when we had a moratorium on Federal aid to airports, or 
where the funds were so severely cut that instead of be ing a Federal 
aid bill, we really were blockading the construction of airports by the 
existence of a so-called Federal aid bill which did not supply sufficient 
funds for the matching of local dollars. In other words, I think the 
point you told this committee during the consideration of the Federal! 
aid to airport bill was that the municipal authorities could not fee! 
free to spend their own money without fear of being charged with 

asting money which might later be matched, but which under the 
current appropriations from the Department of Commerce were not 
then forthcoming in sufficient amounts to give reasonable hope for 
several years that that mate ‘hing fund would be available. 

Mr. McMuLiEeN. Well, sir, the problem was even more serious than 
that, because many of the iad issues were passed and a number ot 

State appropriations were made with specific limitations or stipula 
tions that they were not to be expended except for the matching of 
Federal funds under the Federal aid to airport program. 

Senator Monronry. In other words, they were legally tied to the 
matching funds. If the matching funds were pigeonholed or so 
severely curtailed by being forced to be a part of a Commerce Depart- 
ent budget, and even the amounts recommended by the CAA for that 

purpose could not be made public due to the budgetary secretary rule 
imposed, that it was working in complete reverse, was it not é 

Mr. McMunten. In many cases. 

The 12 major offices, bureaus, et cetera, administered by the Depart 
ment of Commerce employ a total of approximately 45,000 persons. 
Largest, by far, of all these agencies is the CAA, which employs ap 
proximately 15,700, or consider: ably more than one-third of the total. 

If the 8,000 employees of the Weather Bureau, which is predomi- 
nantly statfed to meet the requirements of aviation, were added to those 
of the CAA, the total would be approximately 24,000, or more than 
one-half of all Department of Commerce employees. 

Next to CAA with approximately 16,000 and Weather Bureau, 8,000, 
the 3 largest agencies under the jurisdiction of the Department. of 
Commerce are the Maritime Administration with 3,800; the Bureau of 
Census with 3,500; and the Bureau of Public Roads with 3,200. 

It is reasonable to assume that the number of employees reflects the 
importance of, and the amount of work for which an agency is respon- 
sible. If this assumption is correct, the CAA — the Department of 
Commerce is a classic example of the “tail wagging the dog.’ 

79097—56—— 14 
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The aircraft industry was the second largest industrial employer in 
1955, with a monthly average of three-quarters of a million (7,500,000) 
employees—second only to the automobile industry. 

Aviation is one of the fastest growing industries in the United 
States. It is the fastest growing industry in the field of transporta- 
tion. Based on recent reports, approximately 7 75 percent of all first- 
class passengers now travel by air. 

This r apid expansion in the field of air transportation has naturally 
resulted in new and vigorous competition for long-established surface 
transportation systems. 

The 50th anniversary of the first flight of an airplane was celebrated 
only 2 years ago—and only within the past 15 years has the airplane 
become a major competitor with other systems of transportation for the 
movement of persons, cargo, and mail, which emphasizes the fact that 
aviation is a dynamic growing industry , almost daily offering new 
services and making possible new standards of living for every United 
States citizen. 

This development should be encouraged and fostered in every pos- 
sible manner and the governmental agencies responsible for its devel- 
opment should not be limited, restricted, or dominated by persons who 
have not yet grasped the significance of the airplane, or by policies 
and programs which may be geared to the slower and older surface 
transportation systems and methods. 

Officials of the United States Air Force have recently acknowledged 
that— 
for the first time in modern history, our Nation is faced with a continuing threat 
of devastating destruction at the outset of a general war. 

This means that enough bridges and rail lines to completely demoral- 
ize our surface transportation systems in the United States might be 
destroyed in the first few hours of an attack. Aircraft are the only 
means of transportation not entirely dependent on surface facilities— 
their early and effective use in the early hours of an attack, or in the 
days immediately following, could mean the difference between success 
or defeat, sh ould the United States ever become engaged in another 
major war. We believe this is another reason why the administration 
of civil aviation and the development of a nationwide system of air- 
ports should not be subservient to, or subject to possible obstructions 
by persons whose interests are not primarily aviation. 

Mr. Hartranft and others have already pointed out the rate at which 
the changes have occurred in the various administri ators of Civil 
Aeronautics during the past 10 years when we have had 7 different 
administrators, and certainly a constant change in supervisory per- 
sonnel in any type of agency or organization tends to disrupt, delay or 
confuse plans, programs, and policies. 

We have reason to believe that several of these Administrators were 
removed because they advocated and actively supported policies, pro- 
grams, or projects which would have expedited the development of 
aviation, or they resigned largely because of Department of Com- 
merce interference and “roadblocking” of CAA plans for expanding 
aviation services, 

Mr. Chairman, in summation, NASAO officers and members, who 
have a close working knowledge of all phases of aviation, and who, 
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in a way, enjoy an inside position when it comes to observing the re- 
sults at both the national and the airport and local levels, of how 
aviation has been administered under the Department of Commerce— 
and who have no financial or personal interests that would be affected 
by the proposed legislation (5. 2818)—strongly recommend its adop- 
tion, simply because they believe it will be good for aviation, and 
what is good for aviation is good for the majority of the people of 
the United States. 

Thank you. 

Senator Monronry. Thank you very much, Mr. McMullen, for this 
splendid review of the need for divorcement, and some of the faces 
which appear to me to be related somewhat to the removal of Mr. 
Fred Lee, particularly your last paragraph in which you say— 

We have reason to believe that several of these Administrators were removed 
because they advocated and actively supported policies, programs or projects 
which would have expedited the development of aviation, or they resigned 
largely because of Department of Commerce interference and “roadblocking”’ 
if CAA plans for expanding aviation services. 

Would you say, according to your knowledge and the close con- 
tacts that you maintain with aviation, that this paragraph does de- 
scribe your opinion also of the removal of Mr. Fred Lee as Adminis- 
trator of CAA? 

Mr. McMutxen. Well, it would apply to Mr. Lee’s removal as well 
1s to others. 

Senator Monronry. I thank you, sir. 

Senator Payne. And to what did you say ? 

Mr. McMutxen. As well as to others. 

Senator Monroney. The chairman certainly does not endorse the 

usical chair game which Mr. Hartranft described any more than do 
(hese people interested in aviation. 

The reference is repeatedly made in your statement to tying or de- 
imiting civil aeronautics and its development, and the administration 
of CAA by persons whose ideas may be geared to slower and older sur- 
face transportation systems and methods. 

May I ask: Is “may” the word or is “are” the word that describes 
the condition which we face today in the present administration of 
the Department of Commerce and its supervisory control which has 
been exercised in the attempt to fire Mr. Lee about which we have 
heard testimony in just the previous days to even the reporting of 
the expression without censorship of the Under Secretary of Com- 
merce to the Air Coordinating Committee of what his technical staff 
and he himself, as a technical man, felt was necessary for modernizing 
our air control facilities? 

Mr. McMuien. I used the word “may” rather than the word “are” 
simply because it has been pointed out here repeatedly it is so difficult 
to obtain the information upon which you could factually prove this 
roadblocking, although it is pretty obvious, because we are not getting 
places with programs and policies and projects which are so vital for 
the development of aviation. 

Senator Monroney. Senator Payne? 

Senator Payne. No. 

Senator Monroney. Senator Bible? 

Senator Brie. No. 
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Senator Monronry. Thank you very much, Mr. McMullen, for your 
helpful information. 

The committee will recess, subject to the call of the Chair, who will 
confer with the other committee members. We will have no meet- 
ing Friday and we will have to find how this can be fitted into the 
possibilities for next week and other subcommittees which are sched- 
uled. 

Mr. Peiiierint. Senator, you have a full committee hearing start- 
ing the 18th. You have the subcommittee on the 19th, both of them 
are set for next week, and nominations of two new Secretaries, the 
Secretary of the Department of Commerce on the 18th. That is a full 
committee meeting on the 18th, also. 

Senator Monronry. So I would say unless we have the advice that 
Mr. Rothschild would find it more to his liking to appear tomorrow, 
or early in the week, that the committee will “probably be in recess 
for all of next week with this schedule. 

hia Pre“uicrint. You have the full committee on Tuesday that will 

» for at least 2 days, which is a TV investigation, and your sub- 
committee on the 19th, and you and Senator Payne are on that sub- 
committee. 

Senator Monroney. Therefore I believe we will have to leave it 
indefinite, and we will adjourn subject to the call of the Chair. 

But should you receive information that Mr. Rothschild wishese to 
appear, I hope you will so advise the chairman and members of the 
subcommittee, and we will try to accommodate him. 

(Whereupon, at 12 o’clock noon, the committee adjourned subject 
to the call of the Chair.) 
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TUESDAY, JANUARY 24, 1956 


UnIvreD STATES SENATE, 
ComMMI?TrEE ON INTERSTATE AND ForEIGN COMMERCE, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON AVIATION, 
Washington, D. C. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to call, at 10:30 a. m. in room 
G-16, United States Capitol, Senator A. 5. Mike Monroney, chair- 
man of the subcommittee, presiding. 

Present: Senators Monroney, Bible, Schoeppel, and Payne. 

Senator Monronny. The Subcommittee on Aviation will resume 
its hearings. 

We have as our witness the Honorable Louis 8. Rothschild, Under 
Secretary of Commerce for Transportation. Mr. Rothschild has 
prepared statement which he will read. 

In keeping with the pattern set at the beginning of these hearings 
all witnesses, I will ask you if you have any objection to being 

vorn? 

Mr. Roruscuitp. No, sir. 

Senator Monronery. Will you state your nan for the record? 

Mr. Roruscuip. Louis 8. Rothschild. 

Senator Monroney. Do you swear that the testimony you are 

out to give will be the truth, the whole truth, and nothing but the 

uth, so help you God ? 

Mr. Roruscuiip. I do. 

Senator Monronry. I presume you would lke to complete the 

reading of your statement without interruption, and then some of 

the committee members may wish to elaborate on certain features of it. 

Mr. Roruscuitp. Thank you very much for that suggestion. It 
makes it more helpful. 

Senator Monroney. It makes a more orderly and fair presentation 
on your side of the case. 


TESTIMONY OF HON. LOUIS S. ROTHSCHILD, UNDER SECRETARY OF 


COMMERCE FOR TRANSPORTATION, ACCOMPANIED BY PHILIP 
RAY 


Mr. Roruscuitp. Before I start with my prepared statement, Mr. 
Chairman, I should like to say that one of the first men that I met 
when I came to Washington was Frank Pellegrini. He and I, at 
that time, were both connected with maritime affairs. I got to know 
him rather well. 
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I found him genuinely helpful, intelligent, interested and in every 

respect a high- class gentleman. I am sure that this committee will 
miss his services very much, and so will his friends miss having him 
around. 

Senator Monronry. We do appreciate your feeling in this matter. 

May I announce that Senator Bible has a conflicting hearing this 
morning in Interior, but will be here as soon as he possibly can. 

The record will show that Senators Schoeppel, Payne, and myself 
are present. Senator Smathers is unavoidably absent from Washing- 
ton and cannot possibly be here. 

He has given me his proxy in any vote that might be taken. 

You may proceed in your own way, Mr. Rothschild, and we will, 
if you are agreeable, permit him to continue without interruption. 

Senator Scnoerrrec. It is quite agreeable. 

Mr. Rormscuitp. Your subcommittee has before it a proposed bill 
which would establsh the Civil Aeronautics Administration as an 
independent agency of the executive branch. 

This Administration, as all prior administrations since the creation 
of the Civil Aeronautics Administration, is opposed to this proposal. 

It is hardly necessary for me to say that the key function of the 
CAA is the safety of life and limb of those who fly, for pleasure, 01 
business, or in the defense of the Nation, and in a matter of such pro- 
found importance there is no room whatsoever for politics. 

In a word, this measure would spin the CAA off into intergovern- 
mental space, would divorce it from its sister transportation agencies 
now — in the Department of Commerce, would reverse a sound 
trend in Government which has been going on for over 15 years, and 
would be contrary to the expressed views of this administration and 
the three preceding Presidents of the United States. 

This measure would be a backward step, creating confusion, waste. 
and inefficiency, thereby blocking progress and jeopardizing safety. 

This bill is a plan for a reverse reorganization within the executive 
branch, in the face of a 15- year bipartisan effort to group the agencies 
of Government in a logical and efficient manner under immediate 
Cabinet direction. 

For more than 50 years, the Department of Commerce has been 
charged under its basic charter with the responsibility to— 


foster, promote, and develop the foreign and domestic commerce * * * and the 
transportation facilities * * * 

of thiscountry. The grouping in the Department of Commerce of the 
executive transportation agencies of the Government such as the 
Maritime Administration, Bureau of Public Roads, and Civil Aero- 
nautics Administration has brought to a sound and logical culmina- 
tion the underlying philosophy of this charter. 

In practical terms, the enactment of this measure would mean that 
the CAA would lack adequate representation at Cabinet and at other 
high levels of the executive branch. To an important extent, the CAA 
would be robbed of its voice at the Cabinet table and in other im- 
portant intergovernmental deliberations. The essential coordination 
of its problems with other transportation agencies of the Government 
and with the Defense Department would be rendered less effective 
and more difficult. 
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The same simple logic which dictated the grouping of our great 
defense agencies, Army, Navy, and Air Force, in the Department of 
Defense, dictates that those executive functions having to do with 
transportation of persons and property be similarly grouped as they 
are today. 

The CAA is not a quasi-judicial body. It is not a legislative court. 
It is truly and solely an executive operation. Hence it does not have 
any of the attributes of those independent agencies which by law, and 
properly so, are not subject to the direction of the President of the 
United States, such as the Interstate Commerce Commission, Civil 
Aeronautics Board, Federal Communications Commission, and like 
bodies. 

[t is, of course, important to differentiate sharply between agencies 
carrying out qu: isi-judicial functions whose proceedings are generally 
appeal ible to the courts, and those purely executive agencies charged 
with purely executive responsibility, such as the CAA. 

[t is difficult to imagine the confusion which would result from the 
granting of independent status to all of the bureaus and agencies now 
brought together in the various major departments of this Govern- 
ment, all striving separately for a proper recognition of their needs, 
aims, and programs through independent means. 

On principle, it would “be equally irresponsible to cast any major 
transportation agency afield with no means remaining except the 
President himself to coordinate their closely related programs. In 
= day of complex Government there is almost universal recognition 

f the need to coordinate major related governmental programs under 

single Cabinet officer. 

It is important to recognize that there is here involved the ultimate 
responsibility for the prudent expenditure of millions of dollars per 
year of the taxpayers’ money, the effective direction of over 15,000 
employees of the Government, and the construction, maintenance, and 
operation of a complex of air transportation facilities vital to our 
civil aviation and inextricably linked to some of the most essential 
needs of our national defense. 

What is perhaps most importantly involved, however, is the top 
level coordination of these responsibilities, not only within the de- 
partment to which they are most closely related, but throughout the 
Government at large. 

We ought, therefore, to consider this proposed reorganization from 
at — two premises. 

. Is it consistent with accepted principles of sound, eflicient, and 
€¢ onomict il Government organization ? 

2. Will it serve the best interests of all our aviation? 

The current status of the Administrator of Civil Aeronautics as 
an official within the Department of Commerce came about. basically 
as the result of two plans of reorganization. Each of these plans was 
initiated by the President pursuant to legislation enacted by Congress 
for the purpose of achieving a sounder, more efficient and more eco- 
nomical organization within the executive branch of the Government. 

Reorganization Plan No. IV of 1940, promulgated by President 
Roosevelt, transferred the Administrator of Civil Aeronautics to the 
Department of Commerce and provided that— 

* * 


* his functions shall be administered under the direction and supervision 
of the Secretary of Commerce. 
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Reorganization plan No. 5 of 1950, transmitted by President Tru- 
inan, transferred all functions of the Administrator of Civil Aero- 
nautics to the Secretary of Commerce. The Secretary of Commerce 
was also given broad authority to delegate the functions acquired by 
him pursuant to Reorganization Plan No. 5. 

The functions of the Sec retary of Commerce relating to civil aero- 
nautics and air transportation which resulted from Reorganization 
Plan No. 5 and subsequent legislation have been delegated to the Ad- 
ministrator of Civil Aeronautics, subject to the policies and directives 
of the Secretary of Commerce. 

The Secretary of Commerce has, as he must, retained the responsi- 
bility and authority necessary to assure that the operations of the 
Civil Aeronautics Administration are carried out as provided by law 
und are consistent with the policies of the executive branch of the 
Government. 

There is nothing unusual or unique about this situation. It is wholly 
in accord with the accepted principles of good government manage- 
inent advocated by successive Presidents, successive Congresses, suc- 
cessive Secretaries of Commerce, and disinterested authorities who 
have concerned themselves with need for sound, effective, and economic 
operation of the executive branch. 

The bill now before this Committee would strip the Secretary of 
Commerce of the authority and responsibility given him by the Presi- 
dent with the concurrence of Congress with respect to the civil aero- 
nautics functions of the executive branch. It would plant a seed, the 
fruit of which hard experience has shown almost invariably to be 
waste, mismanagement, and extravagance. 


In transmitting Reorganization Plan No. 21 of 1950 to Congress, 
President Truman pointed out that: 


Over the year * * * transportation functions have become widely scattered 
throughout the executive branch. As a result, intelligent planning and budgeting 
of Federal transportation activities and the necessary coordination of trans- 
portation programs have become extremely difficult or impossible. 

The Commission on Organization of the Executive Branch of the 
Government, under the chairmanship of President. ees in its very 
first report transmitted to Congress on February 5, 1949, found that: 

The executive branch is not organized into a workable number of major de- 
partments and agencies which the President can effectively direct, but is cut up 
into a large number of agencies, which divide responsibility and which are too 
creat in number for effective direction from the top. 

* * * at the present time, we have a large number of agencies subject to no 
direction except that of the President. In many cases several agencies each 
have a small share in carrying out a single major policy which ought to be the 
responsibility of one department. Until these dispersed units are pulled to- 
gether, and authority is placed in department heads as chief assistants to the 
President, there will be conflict, waste, and indecisiveness in administration. 

Despite the drastic reduction in the last 15 years of the number of 
independent executive agencies endeavoring to report directly to the 
President, eminent authorities agree today that there still remains an 
unduly large number of them and that ev ery effort should be bent to 
a completion of the organizational trend reflected in the organization 
plans already approved, 
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As the Hoover Commission on Government Reorganization recently 
observed : 

There are too many separate agencies, several of which are not combined in 
accordance with their major purposes. Consequently, there are overlaps, dupli- 
cations, and inadequacies in determination of policies, and in the execution of 
programs with a resultant lack of a clear-cut mission for each department. 

Further, the Hoover Commission, speaking in 1949, reported that 

there were— 
65 departments, administrations, agencies, boards, and commissions engaged in 
executive work, all of which report directly to the President—if they report to 
anyone. This number does not include the “independent” regulatory agencies 
in their quasi-judicial or quasi-legislative functions. 

It is manifestly impossible for the President to give adequate supervision to 
so many agencies. Even 1 hour a week devoted to each of them would require 
a 65-hour workweek for the President, to say nothing of the time he must devote 
to his great duties in developing and directing major policies as his constitutional 
obligations require. 

Certainly no further demonstration need be made that the primary 
requirement for the better organization of the whole executive branch 
is consolidation and unification into a more simple structure and that 
any proposal to increase the number of independent agencies reporting 
directly to the President must be vigorously resisted. 

This is the first nec essity for the establishment of efficient and eco- 
nomic functioning of the ‘Government. It goes without saying, this 
policy is also necessary in order to relieve the President of onerous 
administrative detail which arises from lack of unification. 

When Congress enacted the Reorganization Act, it specified the 
objectives to be achieved in reorganizing the executive branch in these 
terms: 

(1) to promote the better execution of the laws, the more effective manage- 
ment of the executive branch of the Government and of its agencies and func- 
tions, and the expeditious administration of the public business ; 

(2) to reduce expenditures and promote economy to the fullest extent con- 
sistent with the efficient operation of the Government ; 

(3) to increase the efficiency of the operations of the Government to the fullest 
extent practicable; 

(4) to group, coordinate, and consolidate agencies and functions of the Gov- 
ernment, as nearly as may be, according to major purposes ; 

(5) to reduce the number of agencies by consolidating those having similar 
functions under a single head, and to abolish such agencies or functions thereof 
as may not be necessary for the efficient conduct of the Government; and 

(6) to eliminate overlapping and duplication of effort. 


And Mr. Chairman, these are the words of the Congress, itself. 

The proposal to create an independent Civil Aeronautics Adminis- 
tration runs directly counter to these studied objectives. It cannot be 
said that such an independent agency would result in any economies. 
It cannot be said that such an organization would be suited to respon- 
sible control by the executive br ‘anch to assure prudent management 
of the vast properties and expenditures of the Federal Government 
devoted to civil aviation. 

The next basis upon which we ought to consider this proposal is 
that of the need for best serving the interests of all our aviation. Good 
Government organization best serves the needs of all our people. Good 
organization of the functions of Government related to aviation in 
particular best serves the interests of our aviation. 
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All that I have said up to now regarding the importance of assuring 
coordinated and responsible direction of the CAA is particularly 
applicable when we consider the needs of our aviation. 

The Civil Aeronautics Administration operates the Federal air- 
ways, administers the Federal-air airport program, operates and main- 
tains control towers, licenses pilots, inspects and certificates aircraft, 
and conducts enforcement programs to assure compliance with laws 
and regulations relating to aviation safety. ir oo 

Efficient management, good administration, and sound planning in 
-arrying out these vital functions are of the utmost importance to all 
of us. It is equally essential that these functions be properly coordi- 
nated to assure that other requirements of Government, particularly 
with respect to national defense, are fulfilled. 

The remarkable forward strides made by aviation during recent 
years, the advances already about to be fulfilled as well as the promise 
of still greater progress in future, are well known to all of us. We 
are also well aware of the importance of the air to our national safety. 

The operations entrusted to the Civil Aeronautics Administration 
must at all times be adequate to meet present needs, and we must at all 
times be alert to anticipate all future requirements. Deficiencies in 
meeting this public trust cannot be permitted. 

The primary function of the CAA is safety—the safety of our 
country when our military pilots scramble to meet an emergency— 
the safety of our many millions of air passengers traveling to destina- 
tions throughout this country and throughout the world—the safety of 
our thousands of pilots in the air—none of these can wait for the cor- 
rection of faults suddenly exposed to view. 

Unfortunately, there is a natural tendency to rationalize error and 
tolerate deficiency where there is lacking the requirement of responsi- 
bility to higher authority. 

It has been the constant and dominant purpose of Secretary Weeks 
and myself to see to it that the CAA is operated so as to assure the 
maximum safety for those who use the air, as evidenced by the vigor 
with which the Department has pursued its budgetary aims in the 
safety fields. 

Safety is not a commodity to be purchased in any market, nor to 
be traded upon politically. Air safety is a goal, the achievement of 
which requires constant striving by all those concerned with the move- 
ment of aircraft. 

We in this country have attained a remarkable record of safety in 
the air. This record is primarily a tribute to the skill and devotion of 
the pilots who man our aircraft, and the mechanics and technicians 
who build and service these aircraft. 

_ The Government has a vitally necessary role to fulfill. In carry- 
ing out its responsibilities, the Government has had the services and 
advice of thousands of skilled, well-trained and dedicated technicians. 

Nevertheless, all this requires the very best leadership if we are to 
achieve the goals we must constantly strive to attain. The essence 
of good leadership in this regard requires efficient administration, 
sound planning and constant-evaluation and reevaluation of all levels 
of operation. 

To attain these results, responsibility at the very top must be coupled 
with adequate authority. Reorganization Plan No. 5 of 1950 was 
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designed to meet this need. In transmitting the plan to Congress, 
President Truman stated the objectives sought in these terms: 


First * * * a clearer line of responsibility and authority from the President 
through the department heads down to the lowest level of operations * * *. 

Second, department heads are made responsible in fact for activities w ithin 
their agencies for which they are now, in any case, held accountable by the 
President, the Congress, and the people. 

Third, department heads are enabled to effect appropriate internal adjust- 
ments as may be necessary within their departments to permit the most effective 
organization of departmental resources and bring about continuous improvement 
n operations. 

The proposal which is before this committee would divorce the 
iviation functions of the executive branch from these objectives. 
Creation of such a condition can only result in disservice to the re- 
quirements of our aviation without any benefit in terms of efficient 
Government operation. 

Our aviation more than ever needs from our Government the very 
best administration, imaginative and sound planning, efficient organ- 
ization and effective coordination to assure that all requirements, in- 

luding those of our military, are met. 

All of this in the case of the CAA also requires the prudent expendi- 
ture of large sums of money. Inefliciency, maladministration and 

effective coordination are extravagances we can never afford. We 

n the Department of Commerce have been keenly conscious of the 

act that in years gone by Congress, speaking through its appropria- 
tions and other committees, has found such e xtravagances In the opera- 

ons of the CAA, 

We have no intention of waiting for Congress to call such defects to 
our attention in the future. We have been constantly aware of our 

esponsibility to Congress, to the people of our country and to our 
iviation. We have continuously evaluated the cperations of the 

‘AA in the light of best serving the interests of aviation and have 
oie ‘n corrective action whenever the need arose. 

We have not hesitated to seek adequate funds from Congress when 
the need for expenditure could be justified, and we have insisted that 

oneys made available by Congress be prudently expended to assure 
the best. possible service to aviation. We sincerely believe that the 
public interest demands nothing less. 

Creating the CAA as a “hermit” agency would be contrary to good 
Government management and contrary to the best interests of avia- 
tion. Weare obliged to recommend most emphatically against enact- 
ment of this bill. 

Now, I should like to say a few words regarding the proceedings 
hefore this subcommittee thus far. There have been allegations mi ade 
that the Department of Commerce has sought to impede the advance- 
ment of our aviation by limiting appropriations; by interfering with 
‘le operation of the CAA; and by suppressing reports of vital con- 
cern to our aviation interests. There is no evidence in the record to 
support any of these charges. 

First, let me say a few words about the claim of suppression. It has 
been stated that the Department of Commerce suppressed a portion of 
the report of the Presidental Advisory Committee on transport policy 
dealing with aviation matters. 
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This is not the fact. The report of the Presidential Advisory Com- 
mittee dealt finally with matters of surface transportation under the 
jurisdiction of the Interstate Commerce Commission. At one time, 
consideration was given to including in the report the text or a sum- 
mary of the text of the report of the Air Coordinating Committee on 
Civil Air Policy, which had been released a few months before. 

In view of the fact, however, that the last mentioned report had 
already been made public and its relationship, if any, to the surface 
transportation report was quite remote, it was concluded that no 
purpose would be served in repeating it. 

Asa matter of fact, the full final report of the Presidential Advisory 
Committee and the ful! final report of the Air Coordinating Commit- 
tee were released to the public and sent to the Congress. I respect 
fully submit that this is not suppression. 

Nor are we engaged in suppression of the management survey of 
CAA by Cresap, McCormack & Paget. It has been sent to this com- 
mittee. In view of the fact that this report, including its technical] 
recommendations, would, if adopted, work vast personne! changes in 
the Civil Aeronautics Administration, it is our judgment that no 
useful public interest would be served by the release of those recom 
mendations still under consideration, and which, after full and fina! 
consideration, may or may not be adopted. 

On the other hand, we do not lay claim to absolute wisdom in thus 
respect, and accordingly we have left it to the judgment of your com 
mittee as to whether or not it should be released. Again, I submit 
this is not suppression. 

Further on the score of suppression, I have noted in the public press 
the criticism of the chairman of this subcommittee with respect to 
the leaks which occurred at CAA in connection with the 5-year plan 
which had been ordered by the Appropriations Committee of this 
Congress. 

[ will go into that in some detail in a minute, but I make the point 
now that this 5-year plan report is now before the Congress, and at 
no time since its final formulation has it been suppressed i In any way. 

Now, a word about funds for aviation. As this subcommittee well 
knows, for years it has been the practice of Government agencies to 
include in initial budget drafts recommendations for maximum de- 
mands and enlarged services. Later these budgets are trimmed in 
relation with an administration’s final total budget. For if every unit 
got everything it asked for, the total burden on taxpayers would be 
unbearable. 

A study of the record will show that over the year and time and 

; . am 
again, the CAA has followed this general practice and that it has 
recommended appropriations for certain operations and construction 
in larger amounts than sums eventually approved by the Department, 
the Bureau of the Budget, and, most important of all, by the Congress 
itself. 

It has been sought from this to allege that we in the Department of 
Commerce have pinched pennies at the expense of air safety. There 
is no truth whatsoever to this charge. It is true that we have at all 
times felt it our duty to justify fully every request for funds sought 
from Congress. There is nothing in the record before this subcom- 
mittee or ‘anywhere else to show that air safety ha& even been com- 
promised by this policy. 
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In 1953, before the House Appropriations Committee, Secretary 
\Weeks testified : 














Mr. SIKes. Mr. Secretary, I am contident that you have given much thought 

» vour recommendations for a reduction in navigation aids for air travel. This 
most important and a most serious matter. I believe that this committee 
want in detail the reasoning which makes you feel that it is safe at this 

ine to reduce these expenditures to the amount you have proposed. 

Secretary WEEKS. I think it is fair to say, if I may, we certainly have not 

commended or are not recommending any cuts that affect the safety of air 


} 
avel. 




















In 1954, testifying before the House and Senate Appropriations 
(‘ommittees, Secretary Weeks emphasized that: 


Particular attention is and will continue to be given to examination and re- 
aluation of all phases of the agency keeping in mind that safety in navigation 
ust be paramount. 


In both instances, Congress appropriated the amount requested of 

by us tor the establishment of air navigation facilities. 

In testifying before the House Appropriations Comunittee last year, 
Secretary Weeks stated : 


The principal need of the CAA is to strengthen the Federal airways system 
y providing some new facilities and improving others. As the President pointed 
it in his budget mesSage, “The continuing growth of civil and military air 
iffic has increased congestion on the airways system—at times restricting air- 
aft operations in areas of heavy traffic.” 

For the facilities required to maintain high standards of safety and regularity 
f flight operation, an increase of $18 million is recommended under the appro- 
riation heading “Establishment of air navigation facilities.” 

These funds are needed for more radar equipment and expansion and im- 
rovement of aids to air navigation and traffic control. These equipments will 
mprove our system as they are placed in operation in a year or so. At the same 
me, it is necessary to request more positions and funds to operate facilities pre- 
ously authorized and provide some relief in meeting the workload of the agency 
esulting from the rapid progress of civil aviation and the very significant 

pansion of military air activity. In our planning we are concentrating on 

viding only those Fedéral aids which are indispensable to this jet-age in- 
istry. 












lhe House cut the appropriation request from an aggregate of $23 

nillion to $18.5 million. 
in appearing before the Senate Appropriations Committee, the 

secretary of Commerce, appealing for full restoration of cuts pre- 
ously made, stated : 











We must provide additional facilities and improve others if we are to keep 
ce With this dynamie and fast-growing industry. 
restifying before this same committee, I pointed out that: 

‘he increase in civil flying, as well as the substantial expansion of military 
ctivities, has severely taxed our existing system and we are requesting full 
estoration in order that we can keep abreast of the growth in activity in this 
‘ssential and expanding industry. 

lowoyet, despite Secretary Weeks’ testimony and my testimony, 
neither the House nor the Senate was persu: aded by the justific ations 
eine by the CAA to appropriate the full amounts requested, 
le Senate cut the appropriation further, to $16 million, which was 
ihe amount finally appropriated by Congress. 

In its report, the House Appropriations Committee stated : 


The committee feels this amount is adequate to meet the need for additional 
acilities on the Federal airways of the country in the coming year. 
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And the Senate Appropriations Committee said: 


It is the view of the committee that the Administration should proceed 
slowly with installation of new equipment while the question of the type 
permanently to be used is being determined. The committee feels that this 
amount is adequate to meet the needs for other new facilities in the Federal air- 
Ways system during the current year. 

Throughout the years that the Civil Aeronautics Administration 
has been an agency within the Department of Commerce, it has had 
delegated to it ample authority to conduct its operations and to make 
sound comprehensive plans to meet the future needs of our aviation in 
cooperation with other branches of Government and elements of in- 
dustry vitally concerned in these same matters. 

Yet, in spite of this, there has been no real plan to take care of 
future needs coming out of the CAA to the Department of Commerce, 
to the industry, to other interested Government agencies, or to the 
Congress. The Commerce Department grew increasingly disturbed 
by the lack of action. Quite properly, the Congress shared our dissatis 
faction with the delay. 

This condition finally reached a culmination last year when the 
Appropriations Committees of the Congress directed that the CAA 
prepare and submit to Congress, prior to consideration of the budget 
for fiscal year 1957, a comprehensive plan for future air-traflic control 
routes, facilities and stations. 

It was for this reason that CAA prepared the 5-year plan which was 
discussed earlier before this subcommittee. The 5-year plan was pre- 
pared and completed by October 1955. At about that time we dis- 
covered, quite by accident, that the CAA was preparing to release the 
plan to the general public and that it was leaked to elements of the 
aviation press, all this before the plan had been submitted to the De- 
partment of Commerce, coordinated with other interested agencies 
of Government and industry, or submitted to the Congressional com- 
mittees at whose directions it had been prepared. 

In view of these circumstances, it became necessary for me to de- 
mand that publication of the plan be withheld and further leaks 
stopped until the 5-year plan had been fully coordinated with indus- 
try and within the Government and submitted to the congressional 
committees which had directed its prepartion. 

Thereupon, on my instructions, the 5-year plan was submitted to the 
Air Coordinating Committee, where it was considered by the Air 
Traffic Control and Navigation Panel (NAV Panel). The NAV 
Panel consists of representatives of Government agencies and indus- 
try most concerned with and best qualified to consider the air naviga- 
tion facilities required by our aviation. 

Incidentally, prior to 1953, the Administrator of Civil Aeronautics 
was the chairman of this important technical group as is the current 
Administrator of Civil Aeronautics. Between 1953 and 1955, the 
Administrator of Civil Aeronautics voluntarily relinquished this post 
and designated one of his subordinates to serve in his place. 

The program was fully considered by the NAV Panel. Important 
suggestions were made by the NAV Panel. The plan was then sub- 
st intially revised by the CAA to give effect to these suggestions. 

The NAV Panel then approv ed this revised plan, as did the ACC 
and the Department of Commerce. The 5-year plan was then trans- 
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mitted by Secretary Weeks on January 16, 1956 to the Appropriations 
Committees of Congress, at whose request it had been prepared. 

I fully agree with the chairman of this subcommittee that the time 
for action in this field is now. Last year this Administration asked 
Congress for funds to establish air navigation facilities in an amount 
more than three times greater than had been appropriated for this 
purpose for fiscal year 1955. 

As a consequence of the 5-year plan and the wide acceptance of its 
conclusions within the NAV Panel, this Administration has sent to 
Congress an appropriation request for fiscal year 1957 for an even 
oreater sum than had been requested for fiscal 1956 in order to assure 
prompt initial implementation of the 5-year plan. 

We are again prepared to use all our resources to assure acceptance 
of this request by Congress. We feel confident that because of the 
steps already taken to justify this request, we are in a better position 
to obtain more sympathetic consideration from the Congress than has 
been the case in past years. 

At the outset of these hearings, the chairman of this subcommittee 
stated that one of the matters to be considered was the circumstances 

irrounding the resignation of Mr. Frederick B. Lee as Administrator 
of Civil Aeronautics. 

As you know, the Say of Commerce is charged by law with 
the responsibilit ty for the Civil Aeronautics Administration. 

On April 2 23, 1953, Mar. Lee, a Republican who had been Deputy 
\dministrator of Civil Aeronautics was, upon recommendation of 
Secretary Weeks, appointed by the President to serve as Administra- 
tor of Civil Aeronautics. From that moment forward, he served at 

he pleasure of the President, as does every other Presidential appoin- 
tee, including myself. He ceased to be a career employee. 

He served in that post for 2 years and 7 months. As the record 
shows, Secretary Weeks met with Mr. Lee we discussed with him th 
conduet of his office, and subsequently, with the approval of the Presi- 
dent, Secretary Weeks requested his resignation. Mr. Lee resigned 
effective December 10, 1 955, and his resignation was accepted by the 
President. 

Under executive responsibility, the acceptance of a resignation of a 
Presidential appointee or any matter relating to the continued service 
of an appointee who serves at the pleasure of the President rests solely 
with the Executive. 

Accordingly, it would be inappropriate for me to make any further 
comment with respect to this matter, except to say that Mr. Lee was 
appointed in the first instance and his resignation accepted at a later 
date, both in the best interests of the efficient administration of the 
Civil Aeronautics Administration. 

Before concluding, a final comment upon the rapid rate of turnover, 
throughout the years, in the post of Administrator of Civil Aeronau- 
lics. 

As a representative of the Administration, I consider this a very 
serious matter. We are keenly conscious of the important problem 
which exists throughout the Government in obtaining and retaining 
the services of persons qualified to fill those positions of the highest 
trust and responsibility which are filled by appointment by the Presi- 
dent of the United States. 
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Nevertheless, we feel that it would be a most serious abandonment of 
our responsil bility to the people of this country if we allowed a desire 
to cre ale ¢ a record of longe\ ity to outwe ig h the require ment that ever y 
incumbent of high office must constantly demonstrate the best ability in 
fulfilling his responsibilities. 

It is our highest obligation to the American people that their Gov- 
ernment at all times be the most efliciently managed and_best-ad- 
ministered organization that human talent can provide. We have no 
intention of ever deviating from this ray 

‘These are very serious problems at CAA. It is our purpose to see 
to it that the CAA is a iministe red in aa manner best suited to solve 
these prob en This is our only purpose, and in this purpose we 
are confident that we can count on the cooperation of this sub- 
committee. 

| apprecii ite this opportunity to appear before vou, and I am pre- 
pared to answer any questions you may have. 

Senator Monronry. Thank you very much, Mr. Rothschild, for 
favoring the committee with vour statement and your position on 
the bill and for the circumstances surrounding the discharge or 

icceptance of the resignation or Mr. Frederick Bb. Lee, former 
Ad ministrator of Civil Aeronauti 

Not wishing to ne he cal ings I would be happy to yield 
to my distinguished colleagues, Senator Schoeppel and Senator Payne, 
at this time for any questions that they might have. 

Senator Scnorprri. Mr. Rothschild, I think that you have given 
us here a very concise and comprehensive statement and one that is 
boiled down within reason, a statement of the position which you 
occupy in the Commerce Department in this important matter. 

[ think you have pointed out very important matter that has been 
somewhat misunderstood not only in the Washington area but in a 
lot of other areas of the country, namely, that the Commerce Depart- 
ment, has requested of the Congress, after review, considerable sums 
of money for the operation of your Department and affecting all 
phases of your Department, but that the Congress itself fell down 
on this important responsibility, namely, allowing you the funds 
which you have requested and your Department has requested to 
properly, as you viewed it, carry out the functions of your Department. 

You, of course, were not present when I put into the record in these 
proceedings the request and the budget position and the position taken 
by the Congress with reference to these funds. And your testimony 
here and your statement here bears out exac tly what I suspected was 
the case; that the responsibility rests, a lot of it, with the Congress in 

eing rather meager with some of these funds. 

Now, with that statement, I note that you have indicated here that 
you are renewing a request for larger appropriations for the present 
and the ensuing year. 

Mr. Roruscuiip. That is correct, sir. 

Senator ScHorrret. Now, one important thing that I think you 
have cleared up here—and it is most important—is with relation to 
this alleged suppression of this report. I quite agree with you, zealous 
as Iam as a Member of the Congress of the United States, that when 
a congressional committee directs an agency of the Government to do 
something, an initial report should go back to that committee of the 
Congress. 
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Now, in your statement here I take it that you clearly endeavor to 
keep that in the character in which you thought it should be presented, 
namely, to the Congress; is that correct ? 

Mr. Roruscuip. That is correct, sir. 

Senator Scuorpret. And that was the sole and only reason for any 
delays? Do I get that correctly from your testimony ¢ 

Mr. Roruscuitp. Well, there was also the added necessity to coor- 
dinate our plans with other elements of Government prior to their 
submission to the Congress. 

We would not under any circumstances be in the position of going 
cut on a program of our own without having cleared it with other 
interested agencies. 

Senator Scnorrpret. And I think that is good administration in 
that respect. 

In other words, you felt dutybound to present it and clear it and 
have it coordinated before it was finally presented to the proper com 
mittee of the Congress ? 

Mr. Roruscuitp. We felt that in any matter where a committee of 
Congress had made a request that any report which was to be _ 

should go to them first and that if any release were to be made, 
should be made either by them or subsequent to its delivery to them. 

Senator Scnorrret. And you took what you considered due and 
proper steps to first coordinate, and then see that this report was 

laced before the proper congressional committee ? 

Mr. Roruscuitp. That is correct, sir. 

Senator Scuorrre,. And that report, as you have indicated in your 
statement, this month was properly placed in the hands of that com- 
niittee of Congress ¢ 

Mr. Roruscuitp. It was delivered to them on January 16. 

Senator Scnoerrer. I believe that is the only question I have at this 

me. 

Senator Monronery.’ Senator Payne? 

Senator Payne. Mr. Rothschild, I would just like to ask, so as to 
eet it very clear for the record, because of some statements that have 
Leen made previously, this question : 

Do you feel that the aviation industry, and its requirements for air 
- fety in the form of the most vigorous and dynamic program that 

in be effected for the benefit of aviation, is In any way a stepchild 

| the Departm« nt of Commerce ? 

Mr. Roruscnivp. Quite the contrary, Senator Payne. 

We recognize in the De ‘partment thai the aviation industry and all 
facets of it are the most rapidly growing elements of transportation 
and one of the most rapidly grow ing elements of our whole economy. 

Senator Payne. It is a very prime phase of our transportation sys- 
tem overall; isn’t it ? 

Mr. Rornscuiip. Indeed it is, sir. 

Senator Payne. And one of the most important, if not the most 
unportant, today that we have ? 

Mr. Roruscuip. It is certainly one of the most important elements; 
yes, SI1r. 

Senator Payne. So, it is not a stepchild in any way? 

Mr. Roruscuitp. Not by any manner or means. 
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Senator Payne. Well, I just want to join with Senator Schoeppel 
in also saying that I think you have set forth here a very comprehen- 
sive statement, one which has been boiled down in very few words. 

In listening to your testimony and reading your statement, I feel 
that you answered all the questions in my mind as to your very con- 
certed desire, and the desire on the part of those with whom you are 
associated, to see that this most important phase of our transportation 
system is given every bit of help possible. 

L agree with Senator Schoeppel that maybe the Congress itself has 
not been aware of some of the needs that aviation has. 

Senator Monroney. Mr. Rothschild, as Undersecretary for Trans- 
portation, under the reorganization plans of 1940 and 1950, I believe 
you stated—or but left the inference—that the Secretary of Commerce, 
and through him the Undersecretary of Commerce, have full control. 
responsibility and total supervision over the Civil Aeronautics 
Administration ? 

Mr. Roruscuitp. I presume you have reference to the paragraph on 
page 4 of the statement, Senator / 

Senator Monroney. The middle of page 4, referring to the direction 
and supervision of the Secretary of Commerce; yes, sir. 

Mr. Roruscnip. At the bottom of the page it says: 

















The functions of the Secretary of Commerce relating to Civil Aeronautics and Ai 
Transportation which resulted from Reorganization Plan No. 5 and subsequent 
legislation have been delegated to the Administrator of Civil Aeronautics, sul- 
ject to the policies and directives of the Secretary of Commerce. 

Senator Monroney. Yes. 

And I believe I was correct the other day when I questioned the word 
“control.” I later learned from the staff that the language “control” 
is also in the Jaw creating the supervision of the Department of Com 
merce over the Civil Aeronautics Administration. 

Do you consider that to be a true statement / 

Mr. Roruscuitp. I really don’t know, sir. I 
check it. 

penabor Monroney. Counsel advised me that it did provide for con- 
trol and supervision, as well as responsibility. 

So, under the general tenor of your statement, I presume you want 
the committee to understand—and I think the law as it exists tod: ay 
sustains that—that it is under the compete supervision and control of 
the Secretary of Commerce / 

Your statement which goes to the control of transportation facili- 
ties of this Government on page 1 says: 

For more than 50 years, the Department of Commerce has been charged under 
its basic charter with the responsibility to “foster, promote, and develop the 
foreign and domestic commerce * * * and the transportation facilities * * *” of 
this country. The grouping in the Department of Commerce of the executive 
transportation agencies of the Government such as the Maritime Administration, 
Bureau of Public Roads, and Civil Aeronautics Administration has brought to a 
sound and logical culmination the underlying philosophy of this charter. 


Going forward, in several places you refer to the importance of keep- 
ing the tr ansportation functions and supervision of these functions in 


one department. 
And, in fact, you quote the reorganization plan of President Truman 
and former President Hoover. The indication is that all of the trans- 









would be glad to 
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portation units of the country are pulled together under the responsi- 
hility of the Secretary of Commerce. 

Now, I would like to ask you to detail for the committee your respon- 
sibilities in connection with the trucking industry and the railroad 
industry and the bus industry which perhaps transports as many peo- 
ple, and perhaps more, and far more freight, because we are talking 
about things indirectly as well as aviation. es 

Will you detail how those responsibilities and the supervision of 
them are concentrated under you as Under Secretary of Commerce for 
‘Transportation ? 

Mr. Roruscuivp. Well, you know, of course, Mr. Chairman, that 
the Interstate Commerce Commission, an independent agency and an 
extension of the Congress itself, has the responsibility for route and 
rate determinations having to do with surface transportation by high- 
way and by railway. 

The Department of Commerce has no connection whatever with 
the Interstate Commerce Commission. And any functions which the 
Congress has delegated at all in connection with buses, trucks, or 
railroads have been delegated to the Interstate Commerce Commis- 
S1on. 

Senator Monronry. So that means that transportation is beyond 
your administrative control, responsibility, and supervision and is 
not represented at the Cabinet level, which is so necessary, as you say, 
for the coordination of all of our transportation facilities / 

Mr. Roruscuitp. At the present time all governmental functions, 
except policy determinations as regards a national transportation pol- 
icy. With which we have to do in the Department of Commerce, are in 
the Interstate Commerce Commission. 

Senator Monroney. And they get their funds independently from 
Congress for the things that they need, for locomotive inspection, for 
signal lights on the railroad trains, for the investigation of railroad 
safety, and matters of that kind, completely independent from the so 
necessary coordination and the voice at the Cabinet level, which you 
have said is so important to retain in the Department of Commerce ? 

Mir. Roruscuitp, Again, Mr. Chairman, may I point out that the 
Iiiterstate Commerce Commission is a quasi-judicial body, and that 
in all cases those functions which have to do with similar matters in 
connection with all kinds of transportation are vested in commissions 
Ol bodies. 

Senator Monronery. I see. 

You do have control, however, over the Maritime Commission, do 
you not, in the same relationship that you exercise control over the 
Civil Aeronautics Administration ? 

Mr. Roruscnitp. We have the same relationship with the Maritime 
Administration that we have with the Civil Aeronautics Administra- 
tion. 

However, the Federal Maritime Board is in much the same posi- 
tion vis-a-vis the Department of Commerce as the Interstate Comme 
merce Commission. 

Senator Monronry. But generally the funds for maritime come 
under the control and supervision for the increase or reduction of 
those funds of the Commerce Department’s budget ? 

















224 STUDY OF CIVIL AERONAUTICS ADMINISTRATION 












Mr. Roruscuitp. The funds for the Federal Maritime Board are 
completely independent of the Department of Commerce; and they 
make their own requests, which is not subject to review by the Depart- 
ment. 

Senator Monroney. So, then, I can assume that you do not even 
have the control over that. It is an important item of control in the 
determination of the budget of CAA, but you do not exercise that 
over in the Maritime Commission ? 

Mr. Roruscuitp. I might nin out again, sir, that we are discuss- 
ing two different types of organizations. The Federal Maritime 
Board, again, is a quasi-judicial body. ‘The Maritime Administra- 
tion, which has the executive functions, is in exactly the same position 
vis-a-vis the Department as the Civil Aeronautics Administration. 

Senator Monroney. But the funds are requested from the Congress 
and they are justified by the Maritime Administration ? 

Mr. Roruscuip. No, sir. 

Senator Monroney. By the Maritime Board ? 

Mr. Rorusciivp. The Maritime Board, a separate body, includes 
its request with the Department of Commerce. But those figures are 
not subject to review by the Department. The Maritime Administra- 
tion is the executive branch of the maritime operation and is part of 
the Department of Commerce, and its funds are reviewed by the De- 
partment of Commerce exactly as is the case with the Civil Aeronau- 
tics Commission. 

Senator Monroney. But for new installations, new ships, and mat- 
ters of that kind, the Maritime Board has direct access to recommen- 
dations without possible veto by the Secretary of Commerce what 
funds it needs for the construction of new ships or modernization of 
our merchant fleet ; is that correct ? 

Mr. Roruscuip. No, sir. I am afraid that is not a correct state- 
ment. 

The Maritime Board, after study, awards a figure which is in its 
judgment is the right one for a construction subsidy. And the funds 
for building the ship, the executive function of building the ship, 
and administering those funds is done by the Maritime Administra- 
tion. 

Therefore, those funds are requested by the Maritime Administra- 
tion subject to review by the Department of Commerce. 

Senator Monroney. And the Department of Commerce does exercise 
the right of veto of the right of reduction on any funds for the Mari- 
time Board or the Maritime Administration ? 

Mr. Rormscniip. No, sir. 

Senator Monronry. Except, the quasi-judicial funds for the Mari- 
time Board which come directly to Congress; is that correct? 

Mr. Roruscuitp. That is correct, sir. 

Senator Monroney. But, on the construction of an improvement of 
the fleet, then those are subject to review and control of the Secre- 
tary of Commerce? 

Mr. Roruscuiip. Those are administrative matters, and are, there- 
fore, a \ part of the Maritime Administration, and, therefore, come 
through the Department of Commerce for its review. 

Senator Monroney. And on the matter of the barge lines, would you 
tell us how their appropriations come ? 
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Mr. Roruscuitp. There are no appropriations for the barge lines 
any more, Senator, except for enough money to supervise the account- 
ing and performance records of the private operator who now owns 
and operates the barge lines. 

Senator Monronry. The maintenance? 

Mr. Roruscuip. The barge lines were sold, as you know, to private 
industry early in 1953. 

Senator Monroney. And the facilities for the navigation, the deep- 
ening of the harbors, the protection of the safety of those matters comes 
through the civil functions bill of the defense bill, do they not? 

They are not subject to review by the Secretary of Commerce ? 

Mr. Roruscuitp. The Secretary of Commerce has nothing whatso- 
ever to do with those. 

Senator Monroney. So, we have it where this vast control of all the 
transportation facilities of the Government centered in the Depart- 
ment of Commerce is limited, from a practical standpoint, to the Civil 
Aeronautics Administration, the dynamic industry of aviation, and 
the Maritime Administration / 

Mir. Rornscnitp. And the Bureau of Public Roads. 

Senator MONRONEY. Well, that is not transportation: it is the facili- 
ties for the transportation, the same as the Civil Functions Act takes 
care of the facilities for barge transportation. 

Would you recommend the placement of the control of the inland 
waterways under the Department of Commerce, since roads are a 
proper and necessary function of transportation? If they are Just 
another independent agency which for convenience in administration 
has been grouped with commerce, then would it not be proper if this 

essentially a part of a transportation picture to group the inland 
\ ferways under commerce as well ? 

Mi. Roruscnmp. You will recall, Mr. Chairman, that the trans- 

tation functions which are now in the Department of Commerce 
ve come into it at different periods, and they have been brought 
out, as I indicated in this statement, by reorganization pl: Wns. 

Surely the last reorganization Pp lan has not yet become effective. 
And there is a possibility, perhaps, that some transportation functions 
which are not now under the Department of Commerce may some day 
be there. 

Senator Monroney. You know of no recommendations by the 
Hoover Commission for the transference of inland waterways to the 
Department of Commerce, do you? 

Mr. Roriscritp. I know of none. 

Senator Monroney. So from an effective standpoint, CAA and 
Maritime seem to be the limits to this transportation / 

Mr. Roruscnuitp. The Hoover Commission did, however, recom- 
mend that certain executive functions now handled by the Interstate 
Commerce Commission be transferred to the Department of Commerce 
in its transportation section. 

Senator Monroney. I would like to insert in the record at this point 
the history of CAA requests for the establishment of air navigation 
facilities dating back to the year 1950. 
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(The material referred to is as follows: ) 
Crviz AERONAUTICS ADMINISTRATION 
Operation and regulation—History of Budget requests and appropriations 


{In milllons of dollars] 


| | 

Submitted Submitted | Submitted Appropri- 
to Secretary | to Budget to Congress ated 
Bureau 





$110. 
104. 
106. 
112. 
105. 5 | 
100. 6 
111. 


Establishment of air navigation facilities 


Submitted Submitted Submitted Appropri- 
to Secretary to Budget to Congress ated 
Bureau 


Air navigation development—History of Budget requests and appropriations 


[In millions of dollars] 


Submitted | Submitted | Submitted | 
to Secretary | to Budget | to Congress | Appropriated 
Bureau 


| 
12.2 | .0 
13.7 | 10.0 

9 

2.0 | 
8 
a 


2.0 


Grants-in-aid for airports (formerly Federal-aid airport program)—History of 
Budget requests and appropriations 


[In millions of dollars] 


Submitted Submitted Submitted | Appropri- 
to Secretary to Budget | to Congress | ated 
Bureau 


1950 ; pe ek ate $100. $40. $40.0 | 
1951 ives 53. ¢ 40. 40. 0 
1952 : 27. § 27. ! 24.0 
1953 : : 24. 17. 17.5 | 
Panes bee abede . 29. 9 12 
1955 
Regular etées ‘4; 2) 
Supplemental : 33. 33. 

4 


1956 41. é 31, 


1 Administrative expenses only. 

2 No additional funds provided. Appropriation act provided for transfer from grant-in-aid funds for 
administrative costs. 

3 Additional contract authorization provided in Public Law 211, 84th Cong. 
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Senator Monroney. For the year 1950 CAA request: $127,800,000. 
Commerce submission to the Bureau of the Budget: $67,200,000. 
The President’s budget: $42,200, 000. 
Cougressional appropriation : $37,500,000. 
I am going to skip a few, but I will ask that they all be put in the 
record, 
For 1953: 
CAA request 
Commerce submission to budget 
President’s budget 15, 100, 000 
Congressional appropriation 10, 000, 000 


For 1954: The original budget 


CoRR: Se SS eM ee ee eel $30, 000, 000 
Commerce submission to the Bureau of the Budget 22, 000, 000 
President’s budget : 13, 000, 000 


The revised budget, which was the Eisenhower budget, under Mr. 
Weeks for that Department: reduced from $30 million to $13 million, 

The request of the CAA: We have been advised that that was under 
instructions to operate under budgetary ceiling in their request. 

That Commerce submission to the Bureau of the Budget cut that 
nearly in half, with $7 million. 

The President’s budget was $7 million; and the congressional appro- 
priation was $7 million. 

The year 1955—CAA request: $21,200,000. 

Commerce submissions for the budget—about a third of that: 
87,700,000. 

President’s budget: $5 million. 


Congressional appropriation: $5 million. 
In 1956: 


CAA request sb eres ceradiabarlae a va gp ahd ts aah te iaconiee oy als Gh sd been $26, 500, 000 
Commerce submissions to the budget 26, 500, 000 
President’s budget_---_- Bis amenaiedl eialanahians told Hades nit mihi tls alec ea 25, 000, 000 
Congressional appropriation 16. 000, 000 

We have 2 years in which the Civil Aeronautics request was cut by 
one-third or two-thirds the amount that the Administrator, Mr. Lee, 
asked for. 

Can you tell us why the requests, even those which are certainly not 
in the interest of national-defense security, should be subject to the veil 
of secrecy in the Department of Commerce ? 

Mr. Roruscuiwp. I do not think I quite understand your question. 

Senator Monronry. We were told—and I believe it to be a policy— 

that in such administration and control of a subsidiary or satellite 
agency, the requests of the Administrators of these agencies, or the 
administrations of these agencies, must filter through the Secretary of 
Commerce in this case, and that the Administrator is not even allowed 
to make public, under a veil of secrecy that exists, the amount that 
he has asked for from the Department of Commerce. 

Now, will you advise this committee what is to be gained in air safety 
and in the field of aviation by having not only a veto over the money 
but the right to prohibit the figure that the technicians and experts in 
the Department feel is necessary to keep up with the growing air- 
traffic pattern in this country ? 

Mr. Roruscum. I would point out to you, Mr. Chairman, that the 
review which you are suggesting has been a longstanding one, and 
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that under previous Secretaries of Commerce the pattern was not 
unlike the current pattern, as demonstrated by the figures which you 
have just made a part of the record. 

You will note that in fiscal year 1950 the CAA request was cut by 
the Secretary from $127 million to $67 million. In 1951 it was cut 
from $78 million to $48 million. In 1953 it was eut from $35,500,000 
to $18 million. And even in the original Truman budget it was cut 
from $30 million to $22 million. 

Senator Monroney. That is correct. 

In the following year from $13 million to $7 million. And the fol- 
lowing year from $21,200,000 to $7,700,000. And in 1956 it was main- 
tained at the same amount. But Iam wondering why the justification 
either under past administrations or under the present for this 
secrecy ¢ 

Mr. Rormscnivp. IT do not think that this is a matter of secrecy. 
This is part of the development of the executive position. And.-like 
all thought processes which are a part of the executive functions, they 
are not necessarily subject to review by anyone, because they do not 
demonstrate finally and conclusively positions until they have been 
arrived at. 

Senator Monroney. But I understand there is also a directive be- 
fore the Administrator of CAA can even request money; he must 
stay within certain prescribed limits placed on him for his requests 
by the Department of Commerce. 

Mr. Rornscmip. Only with regard to his total appropriation; not 
with regard to the breakdown of it. 

It is his function to determine and decide which part of the money 
shall be used for which purpose. And he is presumed to have the 
necessary knowledge and leadership to make such a determination. 

Senator Monronry. But unless he is willing to forego other func- 
tions such as air safety or the maintenance of the airways, the day-to- 
day operation of them, which T understand is $5 million, he certainly 
is restricted effectively from asking for new facilities or moderniza- 
tion of obsolete equipment under this predetermined budgetary ceil- 
ing in which he cannot even request more or attempt to justify more 
appropriations 4 

Mr. Roruscuiip. Well, I think you put it much more severely than 
it really works, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Payne. Mr. Chairman, if I may say this, because T have 
had some experience with it: This philosophy that you are expounding 
is nothing that is restricted to the Federal Government. It is exactly 
the same procedure as is applied at the State governmental level with 
every experience that I have had with it over some number of years. 

Senator Monroney. I am very glad that my distinguished colleague 
mentioned that, because, as Governor of a great State I am sure he 
recognizes that that is the custom when an agency is a part of another 
agency. And that is exactly the point I w ould like to make in this 
line of interrogation, that as long as CAA is chained to the Depart- 
ment of Commerce budget, the needs for aviation will have to filter 
through a predetermined amount that a Secretary of Commerce with- 
out all of the information I am sure, feels is necessary. The amount 
that the technical people in CAA feel is necessary for their operation 
will have to filter through the Commerce budget before they can 
even get to the asking point in the President’s budget. 
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And, so you have absolutely no opportunity under this mother-in- 
law complex that we have in the Department of Commerce over CAA 
and Maritime to reach even the public. This is a rapidly growing 
and dynamic mode of transportation, and they have absoluately no 
opportunity to reach even the public, because of the budget tary secrecy 
within the Department. They cannot go beyond the decision prede- 
termined by the Secretary of Commerce before the asking of the money. 
There is no opportunity to go and justify on its own merits before 
the President’s Bureau of the Budget, which is charged by act of 
Congress with determining amounts ‘that are needed for modernizing 
our civil airways and other features of the bill. 

I feel that is one of the most cogent reasons that I had in the in- 
troduction of this bill, and that was to divorce CAA from the veto 
pews rs up and down—five ways—of the Commerce Department. 1 

hardly think that there has been justification in the general control 
of transportation demonstrated here when the witness himself has 
testified that the airplane and the steamship are the only two things 
that seem to have to filter through this same type of control. 

Mr. Roruscuip. May I respectfully point out to you, Mr. Chair- 
man, that some of the allegations just made are not quite correct / 

Senator Monroney. I would be glad to be corrected. 

Mr. Roruscnintp. The Civil Aeronautics Administrator or the 
Maritime Administrator or the Public Roads Administrator each have 
now, and always have had, the opportunity to go before the Bureau 
of the Budget to state their case in its fullest degree and to make any 
presentation which they feel is necessary. 

They have done it on every occasion when the budget has been 
under consideration. And if they were an independent agency they 
would be compelled and obligated to go through the same process. 

Senator Monroney. But not through the extra process of tailoring 
their budget to a predetermined amount by the Secretary of Com- 
merce, 

And they would have direct entree under the budgetary provisions 
to go directly from this agency to the President’s Bureau of the 

sudget; is that not correct? 

Mr. Roruscuiwp, Mr, Chairman, you realize full well that it is the 
long-time habit, as stated in this statement, of all agencies of the Gov- 
ernment to request more money at all times. And the only way in 
which the Nation can keep from going bankrupt is for a constant 
review to be done at as many levels as are needed to get expenditures 
within the reach of income. 

Senator Monroney. I have never found that the prodigal spending 
urge in the Bureau of the Budget under either the Democrats or the 
Republicans is so great that you must build an extra wall or two to 
insulate the Bureau of the sudget from the requests of an agency, 
whether departmental, at Cabinet level, or whether as an independent 
agency. 

I think these men are men of character in the Bureau of the Budget. 
They certainly are economy minded. They certainly have a staff as 
competent to examine the initial requests as the Secretary of Com- 
merce. Putting these two additional levels of supervision over funds 
needed for aviation not only tends to keep secret the amounts but per- 
mits a reduction before it ever reaches the President’s Bureau of the 
Budget. 
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And then, of course, the President’s Bureau of the Budget has in 
most cases on this histor y of appropriations even been able then to 
exercise its strong will and its urge for economy to come up with a 
figure. 

“And so I, for one, do not have lack of confidence in the Bureau of 
the Budget of the President to take care of that. I do not think it will 
have its leg pulled for extra millions of dollars that are not needed or 
that cannot be adequately justified. 

Senator Scnorpret. Mr. Chairman, if I may be permitted, I would 
like to point out and ask Mr. Rothschild if the Chief Executive of 
this Nation and his budget department, which is the right arm of the 
President as I understand it, first must take into consideration what 
the income is from taxes of all types and kinds that are levied and 
otherwise and are going to be received by the Federal Government as 
such. 

The Chief Executive and his budget department must start with 
that cardinal approach, must they not? 

Mr. Roruscuty. I would think so; yes, sir. 

Senator Scnorpren. Otherwise, if it were not that way, then the 
Chief Executive would be confronted when he submits his message to 
the Congress, the representatives of the people, with the Congress say- 
ing to the Chief Executive, “You have asked for submitting proposi- 
tions here that are completely beyond the total revenue of the Govern- 
ment as it presently exists or as reasonably forecast.” 

This is the point I want to make: When we start with the proposi- 
tion that there must be some tailoring, there must be some tailoring of 
all the executive branches of the Government in its relationship to 
what the Government’s income is going to be from all of its total 
sources; isn’t that correct ? 

Mr. Rormscutmp. Yes, sir. 

And just as the President or the Bureau of the Budget must make 
a determination as to which part of that income shall go into which 
activity, so does the Administrator of Civil Aeronautics or the Admin- 

istrator of Maritime have the same problem at his level, to determine 
how much of his allowable budget shall go into which activity. And 
then he must have the ability to justify before the Bureau of the 
Budget, and generally before the Appropriations Committee of the 
Congress, his “judement to an extent that will get the money appro- 
priated to him. 

Senator Scuorrret. You put that very well. That was the next 
step that I was coming to; because it has a relationship that finally 
winds up with your Department finally coming before the appropriate 
committees of the House and the Senate and justifying what funds 
you expect them to appropriate for your Department. And in an 
orderly approach and an orderly procedure, do you know of any 
other way that you could do that? 

Mr. Roruscnip. Well, I do know, Senator Schoeppel, that prior 
to the establishment of the Bureau of the Budget in the early 1920's, 
the fiscal affairs of the Nation were in a chaotic condition. 

Senator Scnorrret. And this theory of responsibility and pretailor- 
ing to fall into the overall general limitations of what the Government 
can finally collect is an essential element of good financial housekeep- 
ing? Do you agree with me? 

Mr. Rotuscuip. Indeed I do, sir. 
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Senator Monronry. Would it not be also reasonable to presume 
that the Bureau of the Budget of the President would have this esti- 
mation of the income and would be able to consider, in line with that 
income, and the needs of civil aviation or more properly the requests 
than if they had been pretailored, and almost pretailored, out of busi- 
ness in some cases, the budget asked for by the man charged with keep- 
ing the CAA ? 

Mr. Roruscuiip. The man charged with keeping the CAA running, 
as I said to Senator Schoeppel, is obliged to justify his expenditures. 
oa means of justification, Mr. C hairman, would be the establishment 
and adherence to a plan, and as my testimony indicates, we did not 
h ive those plans in sufficient detail or far enough ahead to enable 

he Administrator to make the necessary justification to get the money. 

Senator Monronry. Going on to the matter of coordination, the 
value of that to a well established aviation operation, just how do you 
coordinate when you are in the business of coordination, the Public 
Roads Administration and the Maritime Administration and Board, 
and the CAA ? 

Those are the three agencies that we coordinate at the Cabinet level. 

\ir. Roruscnitp. We coordinate them by a series of meetings and 
by a series of conferences and by frequent telephone conversations 
and written memoranda by and between the agencies and the offices 
of the Secretary. 

Senator Monroney. And just what common problems does avia- 
tion have with the Bureau of Public Roads and the Maritime Admin- 
istration and Board, since you have testified you have no coordinating 

facilities or appropriations control over the other segment of trans- 
ortation within the ICC? 
~ Mr. Roruscutnp. I think I could point out one that might serve to 
iiswer that question. ‘The Bureau of Public Roads has recently 
built or is building a wind tunnel, which is particularly designed for 
the study of wind erosion on concrete surfaces. 

Now surely, if they have such a facility, it would be less than wise 
for the Civil Aeronautics Administrator to be unconscious of that 
facility, because at some time he might also have some problems having 
to do with wind erosion on concrete surfaces, and he could get the 
information at less expense from facilities already in existence than he 
could in other manners. 

Senator Monroney. The problem of the effect of jet fuel on asphalt 
and on concrete—would that be involved in this wind tunnel study, 
too / 

Mr. Roruscritp. Not in the wind tunnel study, but in other studies 
that the Bureau of Public Roads might have. They have for a long 
time studied the various effects of various kinds of fuels on concrete 
and asphalt surfaces. 

Senator Monroney. Even if we lost this coordination, it might be 
presumed that some way, somehow, the administrator ‘of an “inde- 
pendent CAA might i able to intercht ange between another govern- 
ment department the facts that they obtained, would it not ? 

Mr. Roruscuitp. Well, there is always that possibility, Senator, but 
it would probably occur with less facility than as at present. 

Senator Monroney. What other examples, because this coordination 
has been made an issue in keeping the CAA within the broad umbrella 
of Commerce authority ? 
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Mr. Roruscuitp. Well, I just don’t happen to have at the tip of my 
tongue a number of others, but I am sure if you give us a little time 
we could come up with quite a few. 

Senatory Monronry. Could I ask that if the Department’s request, 
prior to the passage of our Federal Aid to Airports bill, which Con- 
gress finally went around Commerce’s recommendation and author- 
ized contract t authority for $63 million worth of Federal aid to air- 

yorts, that if there were this valuable coordination between the $25 

billion request in the Bureau of Public Roads and the request of only 
$11 million from the Department of Commerce for its—$31 million, 
I should say—and then the request of Congress by the Budget Bureau 
of $11 oe would you say there was coordination thei re ! 

Mr. Roruscuip. I am glad you brought that up, Mr. Chairman, 
because that give me opportunity to point up another case where there 
was some coordination. 

Senator Monroney. We will be very glad to have that. 

Mr. Roruscnitp. You will recall in my testimony here before your 
committee I suggested that the contract authority, if granted, should 
be done on a 2-year basis, because that was the basis on which for 
many, many years all highway construction had been developed, and 
I thought that the 2-year plan was superior to a longer term of years— 
the reason of its being a coordinate of the 2-year highway plan and 
this an acceptable one. 

Senator Monroney. That was an alternate coordination, was it not? 
The original coordination was that the bill was no good, now, and the 
Commerce Department was opposed to the enactment of the bill for 
2 years or 4 years. 

As I recall the testimony—and I am relying on memory— it was 
that you were opposed to it because it instituted a completely new and 
novel method of financing, and would go beyond the normal budgetary 
controls exercised. ; 

Although it was in a pattern, whether 2 years or 4 years, that that 
degree of coordination was overlooked in the testimony, as I under- 
stand it. 

Mr. Roruscuip. I, too, am relying on memory, Mr. Chairman, but 
I believe that in my testimony I quoted the General Accounting Office 
as being opposed to any contract authority, and if I am correct 
again—— 

Senator Monroney. You sustained the General Accounting Office in 
your testimony, as I recall it. 

Mr. Rornscuiup. Yes, sir, and I thought that was real, good co- 
operation. 

Senator MonroneEy. You don’t have the General Accounting Office 
under your Department for coordination ? 

Mr. Roruscuip. No, sir. That is an arm of the Congress, as you 
very well know. 

Senator Monroney. And maybe it might be quite appropriate to 
have the CAA an arm of Congress. That is the purpose of these 
hearings. 

But it is a little hard for us to think when we know that we are 
perhaps only 3 years away from jet transports, to find that aviation 
has been coordinated downward to a request by Commerce of $31 
million, when CAA had requested $41.5 million, and finally the Budget 
Bureau requested $11 million. 
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Mr. Roruscutp. This again gets back to a lack of justification on 
the part of the CAA, Mr. ¢ ‘hairman. 

Senator Monroney. This is the figure in the Airport Act. I would 
be glad to hand it to you tosee. I don’t have an extra copy, but if you 
would like to see it, you may. 

Mr. Roruscuitp. Which year were you referring to, sir? 

Senator Monroney. I was referring to the $11 million appropriation 
for 1954. 

The 2 years above that, there was 1 year where no funds whatever 
were asked for for airport development by the coordination of the 
Department of Commerce with the CAA, 

Mr. Roruscuinp. It might be well in that 1956 list of figures, Mr. 
Chairman, to point out that the Department of Commerce request of 
the Bureau of the Budget was for $31 million that vear; whereas, 
there was approved by the Bureau only $11 million, so that that 
process would have been the same in either event. 

Senator Monroney. Well, now, if you will excuse the junior Sen- 

ator from Oklahoma in feeling perhaps if the Administrator of CAA 
had a chance to state his own case before the Bureau of the Budget, 
then we might not have gone down, but perhaps the Secretary of Com- 
merce, not being as fan ‘iliar with the needs, or in sympath; vy with the 
needs of airport development, might not have made the kind of case 
for airport development that was actually needed in view of the greatly 
increased traffic. 

Mr. Rornscnitp. You know, of course, that the Administrator has 

le opportunity and had the opportunity in each budget consideration 

of voing before and did go before the Bureau of the Budget to make 
his own justification, and that where these severe cuts occurred, they 
were based on the fact that inadequate justification was presented. 

Senator Monroney. Does he have to get permission from the Secre- 
tary of Commerce to go to the Bureau of the Budget ? 

\ir. Roruscnitp. No, sir. 

Senator Monroney. Does he have that right of his own free will? 

Mr. Rornscniitp. The budgetary process is broken down, as you 
know, by the staff of the Bureau of the Budget, to the point where 

very Administrator of every agency is in there presenting his own 
case. 

Senator Monronry. At any rate, he would be pretty well pro- 
scribed, would he not, under coco features of the Department of 
Commerce, to sustain no more than the Secretary, his boss, had ap- 
proved. 

Mr. Rormscnitp. Mr. Chairman, if he were the head of an inde- 
pendent agency, he would still have had a first overall limitation 
from the Bureau of the Budget, and would be compelled to make his 
requests w ithin that first overall limitation. 

That is the first overall limitation that applied to him, whether it 
came through Commerce or whether it came directly from the Bureau 
of the Budget. 

Senator Monronery. But he would still have the right as an inde- 
pendent agency to recommend, if he chose to do so? 

Mr. Rornscrp. He still has that right. 

Senator Monroney. Has he ever exercised it ? 

Mr. Roruscuiip. Indeed, he has. I have been there with him. 




















934 STUDY OF CIVIL AERONAUTICS ADMINISTRATION 





Senator Monroney. He didn’t go by himself ? 

Mr. Roruscuitp. I supported him, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Monroney. You supported him for the $31 million ? 

Mr. Rorusciup. I am not sure about that precise figure. But if 
that was in our request, I supported that request. 

Senator Monronry. And for the year that no funds were provided, 
although they had been asked for for airport construction, did you 
support him at that time ? 

Mr. Roruscuip. I was not then Under Secretary of Commerce. 
Senator Monronrey. Who was Under Secretary at that time? 
Mr. Rorusciutp. Robert B. Murray. 

Senator Monroney. And he would have been the one who would 
ive accompanied Mr. Lee if he had gone to the Bureau of the Budget ? 
Mr. Roruscuitp. I would presume so. 

Senator Monroney. I see, but in no instance would he have gone 
by himself, is that correct ? 

Mr. Roruscuivp. Oh, no, sir, that is not correct. Tle might very 
well have gone by himself as he has, I am sure, on occasions. 

Senator Payne. Let me say this, Mr. Chairman. It has béen my 
observation since being here a relatively short time in Congress, that 
whether you are talking agencies such as you are talking here, or you 
are talking about the independent agency, as such, I can very well 
recall in many, many instances where the so-called independent agency 
who I maintain has a full right to go before the Budget Bureau and 
discuss their budgetary requirements, that when the matter landed up 
before the Congress, that the Congress has taken a second look as a 

result of the justific ation presented before the committees, and there 
have been some very radical cuts take place. 

So this process doesn’t take place in any one spot. It is a continu- 
ing action down to the point of absolute justific ation before the com- 
mittee in the interest of the appropriate Appropriations Committee 
to consider. 

Senator Monroney. Well, certainly, but you and I both are familiar 
with the Congress enough to know that it is rare when the Congress 
goes above the budget. Usually that is a very rare occasion, and Con- 
gress is more inclined to feel that the Budget Bureau, after hearing 

| of the evidence, has set the outside limits to be spent, and therefore, 
it usually works downward from the President’s budget. 

if you work downward from the request to the Commerce budget 
to the President’s budget to the amount that Congress has, you have 

t four stages of possible reduction in that event. 

"Mo iy I say that the funds that come—or the ceiling that comes from 
the Budget Bureau of the President to Commerce, is it broken down 
to say how much the CAA may ask for? 

Mr. Roruscnitp. I have never been in on that part of the proceed- 
ing, Mr. Chairman. I couldn’t answer that question. 

Senator Monroney. I was just wondering 1f it involved the Bureau 
of Public Roads and the Weather Bureau and Maritime Administr: 
tion and all the others, as a sum for Commerce, and then if the cut of 
the Commerce pie is made by the Secretary, or in those carefully con- 

cealed and private figures if they are broken down by the Bureau of 
the Budget as to how much each of the departments having separate 
functions may be entitled to ask for. 


— 
- 
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Mr. Roruscuimp. | am sorry; I am unable to answer that question. 
Senator Monroney. But if it was an independent agency, they 
would know exactly what their own ceiling was to ask for and would 
not be in competition correctly within a Commerce Department budget 

with Weather Bureau and things of that kind, is that not correct ? 

Mr. Roruscuitp, I am not able to answer that question because | 
don’t know that that is the process that is followed. 

Senator Monroney. I have been informed in times past in this Ad- 
ministration that funds that CAA was needing for its operations were 
curtailed in 1 years because of needed expenditures i in other depart- 
ments, and it was pulled away from CAA and given to other depart- 
ments of Commerce. 

Would that happen under an independent agency / 

Mr. Roruscutp. If that happens, I am not familiar with it, Mr. 
Chairman. 

Senator Scuorrret. Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask the chair- 
ian this question: When we talk about this matter of secrecy, or this 
matter of keeping within the departments what the department heads 
are considering, the proper amounts which are to go to the Budget 
department, are we trying to advocate that any one of the different 
segments of any department should go to the public or the press before 
it is passed on by the department, and before it hits the Bureau of the 
Budget ¢ 

Is that what we are pointing up here / 

Senator Monroney. Well, may I say 

Senator Scuorrren. If it is, 1 want to apologize for making refer- 
ence to it—I, like my colleague here, served as chief executive of my 
State. We had a number of de partments that were under the execu- 

ive department of the State of which I was at the time the head. 

[ had my budget department. I had my general accounting de- 
p itment of the State. Why, to permit the various and sundry groups 

ithin a certain agency to go out and say “Well, we are asking for $5 

lion here and $3 million here, or $100,000 here,” and go to the press 

ith it or throw it out in the public before it passed the orderly pro- 
lan of review within the departments as they come to the governor 
before he goes to his budget director, why, that is unthinkable from 
he standpoint of orderly approach to the thing. 

Surely we are not advocating here that in these initial stages of 
trying to fit into an overall picture, it will somewhat have a resemblance 
to the income of the Federal or State government, why, it would be 

chaotic condition to presume that we should have various and sundr y 

unents of a department throwing it out to the public. 

Th public would get a mis sconception of the entire proposition, 
since the newspapers would be the first to say “Well, that is a peculiar 
procedure here. Why don’t the ‘y ut ‘tt themselves a proper business 
approach here on a justifiable basis before they go out on this thing.” 

I jus t can’t see how that is good government, 

Senator Monronzy. Well, the point that I am driving at, as long as 
it is an integrated satellite of the Department of Commerce, that 
igure will always be submerged and denied to the public, to this com- 
mittee, to the press, and to the Bureau of the Budget. 

But, as an independent agency, the Senator well knows that the 
request of an independent agency or the request of a complete depart- 
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ment is a matter of public record in the Congress of the United States, 
and certainly, on something as important as the dynamic growth of 
aviation, this would entitle this figure to be given to the public, and 
that is one of the advantages of the divorcement of CAA from the 
Department of Commerce. 

In regard to the question [ was asking a while ago about whether 
this overall ceiling is or is not a budget directive, under date of Jan- 
uary 10, the Department of Commerce, Office of the General Counsel, 
signed by Mr. Philip A. Ray, General Counsel, on page 3, in answer 
to this question he states that “These memorandums represent general 
policy guidelines of the Secretary of Commerce to the Bureau in the 
oflice of the Department of Commerce, based on like budgetary direc- 
tives stemming from the Executive Office of the President.” 

Now, if it is not the case that this pie is cut wp by the Secretary 
of Commerce, [ wish you would supply that at your next appearance 
before the committee, if you would, because [ think it is fundamental 
to this hearing. I certainly agree that as long as it is going to be 
submerged as one of the portions of the Department of Commerce, 
that it is one of the evils of this control of general transportation 
which seems to affect only CAA and aviation and the ships at sea. 

Mr. Rornscninp. Mr. Chairman, it seems to me that if your pro- 
posal were carried out to its logical conclusion, we would have no 
departments within the Government at all, and that everything would 
be an independent agency, and then that we would really have a budg- 
etary problem. 

Senator Monroney. I think there are very many places—and I have 
supported most of the reorganization proposals—including the origi- 
nal inclusion of the CAA in the Department of Commerce in 1940 
but I think some 16 years’ experience with a reorganization allows 
Congress, which could not have been advised at the time they voted 
it of all of the dangers to aviation progress that might be inherent in 
that submerged Department, to take a look at it, and for that reason 
[ feel we should be taking another look at it. 

From what I know of it, my decision in 1940 in voting for the con- 
solidation was not a good vote in the light of our experience, but under 
Democratic and Republican administration, as I have often said in this 
hearing, we have made lots of mistakes. 

We would be the last in the world to say we didn’t, and certainly we 
don’t expect you to keep on in the light of the history and if opera- 
tion shows that those were mistakes that is why this bill is here. That 
is why we are delighted to have your testimony on it, but I fail to 
he convinced, because a program was put in in 1940, when at that time 
they were still flying, I believe, Fokkers, and the DC-3 was the super- 
liner of the sky, and today jet aircraft are spanning the country 
nonstop. 

We now have a round-trip flight within the course of 1 day from 
England to America and back, and 12,000- and 15,000-foot runways 
required instead of the 3,000-foot runways of that time. 

Certainly as we have witnessed the dynamic progress of this thing 
and what is happening to throttle that progress under a submerged 
agency within a big department, then I think it is a proper matter of 
inquiry, and the Congress will vote for it. 
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Now, you spoke of your value of Cabinet representation as being 


Se) deat able. Has anything happened there that prevented the sup- 
pression of aviation at the Cabinet level ? 


[ don’t know just what you do at the Cabinet level, but I think it 


cen be interesting to detail just how aviation has fared so well under 
the Cabinet repr esentation. 


Mr. Roruscuitp. Well, as I pointed out in the statement very many 
times, Mr. Chairman, there is no evidence in the record of any sup- 
pression of aviation anywhere by reason of the Civil Aeronautics Ad- 
ministration being a part of the Department of Commerce. The ad- 
vantages are quite obvious. 

One Cabinet officer has much greater ease in communicating with 
another Cabinet officer than does the head of an independent agency 
in attempting to do the same thing. This is also true with regard to 
other necessary executive deliberations which are made from time to 
time, 

Senator Monroney. Could we presume, then, that this close com- 
munication, perhaps primarily of Secretary Humphrey, resulted in 
the opposition to funds for modernization of our air-navigation facili- 
ties, to opposition to the Federal Aid to Airports Act, to the post- 
ponement of and the peculiar solution to the second Washington air- 
port that has been testified to be so badly needed ? 

| don’t know whether Cabinet coordination or communication has 
helped aviation race ; perhaps you could detail some of the ad- 
vantages. 

Mr. Rormscritp. We recognize, as I am sure your committee does, 
Mv. Chairman, that the needs of aviation cover a great many different 
areas, that no one of those needs is or can be independent of another, 
and that in developing a climate in which aviation shall and can pros- 
per it is necessary to consider all of the various functions which go 
to make up that climate. 

The airports represent one important phase of it. The air-naviga- 
tion facilities represent another important phase of it, and there are 
others, and it is only in our continuing desire to establish the safest 

ssible conditions that we have put a little more stress on the naviga- 
tional facilities than we have on some of the others. 

Senator Monronry. Would you say that the close communication 
with the Cabinet for the year 1954 which was requested of the original 
Truman budget by the CAA of $48,125,000, requested by Commerce 
of $30 million, and $30 million requested by the Bureau of the Budget, 
that in the revised budget only $2 million for administrative funds 
and salaries was provided, that we have no airport program for that 
critical year when we should have been getting ready for the jet-trans- 
port age that was just over the horizon ? 

Mr. Roruscriup. You will recall, Mr. Chairman, that I was not 
then in my present capacity. 

Senator Monronry. But you are testifying for Secretary Weeks 
as I presume, and the letters we have received from Mr. Weeks were 
that you would represent him at these hearings, and if you choose to 
suggest, as I think you have every right to do, that the close com- 
munication and coordination with Cabinet level is so beneficial to 
aviation—you said you didn’t know how it had been hurt—I am 
merely inquiring about this case history and what has happened. 
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A denial of funds for airport construction for the year 1954 is per- 
haps an example of what kind of representation we get at this high 
Cabinet level. Maybe we are being coordinated out of business in the 
alr. 

Mr. Roruscuitp. Well, I think if you will take a look at the 1956 
and 1957 budgets, you will feel that there is a considerable amount of 
money and, as previously indicated to you in my statement, a very 
much larger amount of money for air navigational facilities in 1957 
than we requested in 1956, and it was in 1956 that the Congress did 
not choose to go along with us for our total request at that time. 

{ am not, however, placing the major part of the blame on the 
Congress, because there were other factors, such as a failure to prop- 
erly justify the need for those expenditures. 

Senator Monroney. And perhaps the failure of the salesmen to 
sell the Congress, and maybe the salesman that was appearing In the 
person of Secretary Weeks or yourself was not emphatic enough. 
Perhaps the CAA Administrator, under wraps of the budgetary ceil- 
ing, would have found he was not properly playing on the team if he 
did take off the gloves and slug for the funds he felt he needed. 

Mr. Roruscuip. The record, I think, would show that the CAA 
Administrator was not able even to justify the amount of money 
which had been agreed upon by the Department of Commerce and 
the Bureau of the Budget. 

Senator Monroney. Perhaps that might have been one of the 
reasons why the testimony which I believe you read mentioned the 
matter of improving these facilities within a year. Our testimony 
before this committee—and I think rather well substantiated—was 
that it would take longer. 

Now, Mr. Weeks, in testifying on the quotation that you make on 
page 14, says: 

For the facilities required to maintain high standards of safety and regularity 
of air operation, increase of $18 million is recommended under the appropria- 
tion heading “Establishment of Air Navigation Facilities.” 

Those funds are needed for more radar equipment and expansion and im- 
provement of aids to air navigation and traffic control. These equipments will 
improve our system as they are placed in operation in a year or so. 


























Now, again we go back to whether this coordination of all trans- 
nortation and representation at Cabinet level is aware of the realities 
taced with those men who must be responsible at the operational level 
with air safety on | air development, and one of the things that keeps 
coming back is that Mr. Lee was fired because he was remiss in asking 








for funds 

The record shows that repeatedly he asked for a great deal more 
than filtered through the Dep: urtme nt of Commerce, and perhaps it 
might have been because Mr. Weeks had still thought these things 
were available in a year or so, when timetable for additional radar 
for congested airports under Mr. Lee’s testimony which—unless you 
care to contradict it—says it is 3 years, from the appropriation stage 
until we can have the radar system operating. 

Mr. Rornuscuiip. I don’t see any conflict between the statement as 
made by Mr. Weeks and the facts, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Monronry. So he might have meant 3 years, I grant you, 
but the average Member of the Senate is not pe enough latitude 
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in knowing what he meant with “or so.” If he is going to be the 
principal salesman 

Mr. Roruscuitp. He was not the principal salesman. The princi- 
pal salesman was the Administrator. 

Senator Monroney. Could he go beyond the amounts that the Sec- 
retary of Commerce had finally sent to the budget? 

Mr. Roruscuitp. But he didn’t even get close to them, Mr. Chair- 
man, 

Senator Monroney. You mean that the Congress didn’t get close 
io the figures ? 

Mr. Roruscump. That is right. The Administrator was not sales- 
man enough to sell the figures which he presented to the Congress. 

Senator Monronry. Well, if he was under a ceiling that was far 
ess than that which he had originally asked for, certainly he was going 

to be measured by only that reduced amount that Mr. Weeks had 
ipproved. 

Oftentimes in this business if you need $50 million, and the Depart- 
ment recommends $25 million, you are going to have a harder time 
. voiding cuts than if you could say, My need i is $50 million; I must 

wave $50 million; it is imperative for air safety that I have $50 
m ‘Ilion. : 

But he could not go beyond this mental ceiling that was placed on 

im by his superior who was going to get delivery of radar equipment 
na year or so. 

Mr. Roruscuitp. In my judgment, that establishes all the more 
eason why he should have sold his program to its fullest extent, and 
ie didn’t do it. 

Senator Monroney. To whom? 

Mr. Roruscuiip. To the Congress. 

Senator Monronry. How can he come up here and sell it to the 
ullest extent if he is operating under a predetermined budget by the 
Secretary of Commerce before he can get what he thinks he needs? 

That was one of the reasons they finally had to wrap up this 5-year 
program and come up with actually an overall program; was it not? 

Mr. Roruscnirp. You will recall that there was no program prior 
to the request on the part of the Appropriations Committee for the 

tablishment of one. 

Senator Monronry. As the money was dribbled out in amounts of 
*7 million and $5 million, surely there wouldn’t be a program. 

Mr. Roruscuitp. And part of the reason that the Administrator 

as unable to sell his program, sell his amounts, was because he had 
no program, and he should have had a program. 

We in the Department recognized that he should have had a pro- 
cram, but he never did develop it until the Appropriations Commit- 

‘s required him to do so. 

Senator Monroney. Well, maybe some of the difficulty of Mr. Lee’s 
selling the program might go back to the 2-year-old C. M. and P. 

‘port where the Department had acquired a new system of air naviga- 
tion. Whether he was bound to not take public issue with this third 
dimensional air-control system and the blocking out of three-fifths of 
= ground- to-air radio systems, and things might have had some 

aring on why Mr. Lee was muzzled in going ‘forward with what 
viation needs. 
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It is the very point we come back to each time, that if you are going 
to have aviation as a stepchild of the Department of Commerce, you 
are not going to be able to approach the Congress, and the only way 
that you can administer effectively is to ask the Budget Bureau of 
the President for what you need and come up and justify your request 
before the C — of the United States. 

I understand that Mr. Lee was rebuked for his testimony on our 
Federal-aid-to-airports bill. The testimony was that he was called 
shortly after his testimony up here, when all he testified to was the 
terribly dangerous condition of congestion over our major airports, 
and gave us the statistics of the gr owth of air travel. 

He did not plunk for the type of bill and the contractual authority. 
He carefully proscribed, even before this committee, a comment on 
that. 

At that time I think it was a most subtle but effective way of censor- 
ship, but I recognized that he had to continue to work in this Admin- 
tration, and he might not be in on the team if he told the Congress 
that he thought contractual authority in the bill before us, in its legis- 
lative provisions, was good. 

He didn’t dare go against the written facts and matter of record of 
the Department of Commerce in sustaining that bill. 

Was he not rebuked after his testimony before us on that bill? 

Mr. Roruscnuirp. | inane that you have reference to a conversa- 
tion which I had with him after that? 

Senator Monronry. It is in the record in the earlier part of the 
hearings; yes, sir. 

Mr. Rormscuirp. I have not examined the record and do not have 
it with me, but I think that the facts are these: Mr. Lee was a Presi- 
dential appointee. The position of the Executive had been determined 
in the usual and normal manner. 

As a Presidential appointee, it was considered that all of us would 
go along with that position which had been established, and after his 
testimony, I had the feeling that he had not quite gone along with that 
and suggested to him that he might have done a better job of affirming 
our position than he had done. 

Senator Monroney. As I understand it, he did not disaffirm the 
position, but merely gave us the statistical information on increase of 
air traffic and congestion over present airports. And certainly if a 
man is.going to be Administrator of CAA and charged technically 
with knowing the facts and if he is going to be subject to criticism for 
giving the proper committee of this re ongress those facts, then I think 
we have again demonstrated the need for the divorcement of CAA 
from Commerce. 

That is only my idea, and you have the right to yours, and all the 
other members of the Senate have a right to their opinions. 

Mr. Roruscuitp. Well, as my statement would indicate, Mr. Chair- 
man, we do not agree that the separation of CAA from Commerce 
would accomplish anything which would be desirable. 

Senator Monroney. That is right, but you testified that the position 
of the Commerce Department was Presidential policy. 

Now, was this affirmed at the cabinet level where aviation had the 
Cabinet representative representing aviation ? 

Mr. Roruscutip. Which particular item are you discussing? 
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Senator Monroney. I am talking now about the federal-aid-to- 
airports matter. 

Mr. Roruscuintp. It was coordinated in the usual manner at the 
level of the Bureau of the Budget, sir. 

Senator Monronry. But Mr. Weeks was the principal spokesman 
for that, was he not? 

I mean he would not coordinate that with the Secretar y of Agricul- 
ture, the Secretary of Labor, or the Secretary of Health, Edue: ation, 

and Welfare, or the Tre: asary, would he? 

Mr. Roruscniwy. He might, although I do not know what hap- 
pened in this particular instance. But, as you know, the regular 
process is that all legislative matters are referred to the Bureau of 
the Budget. 

Senator Monroney. By whom ¢ 

Mr. Roruscniwy. By the Office of the President. 

And the Bureau asks those agencies which have an interest for 
omment on all legislation. And from the collective comments, there 
- established an executive position. 

Senator Monronrey. And you do not know whether the position 
as affirmed by other Cabinet positions or only aflirmed by -Mr. 

Weeks ? 

Mr. Rornscnitp. I do not. 

Senator Monroney. When we introduce a bill we get most of the 
vpies of these; and usually it says that the Department of Agricul- 

re has no interest in the bill one way or the other. And unless the 

epartment is most directly interested, or voices its approval or 
opposition, that becomes a policy of the President in ordinary prac- 
ce: does it not ? 

Mr. Roruscuitp. That is about the way it works: yes, sir. 

Senator Monroney. So, it really was the policy of Secretary Weeks 
ho was charged with speaking for aviation. 

Mr. Rothschild, on the matter of livorcement, would you think that 
making a separate Cabinet position for aviation, then, would be a 
good idea and would retain the advantages that you speak of so 
strongly of this Cabinet representation ¢ 

Mr. Roruscuiitp. Are you suggesting—— 

Senator Monroney. I am not suggesting anything. I am merely 
inquiring. 

Mr. Rorusciuip. Well, does your inquiry go to the establishment 
of an office of Secretary of Aviation ¢ 

Senator Monroney. I am just asking if the secretarial post, as you 
say, the Cabinet post, is so Important to protesting aviation, would 
vou then say that it should be done in that manner rather than an 
independent agency ? 

Mr. Roruscrip. Well, I do not think that the aviation industry 
and its interests, while it is a very enormous segment of business by 
itself—I do not think that in the contemplation of the Government 
as a whole it has yet reached Cabinet stature, if that is an answer. 

Senator Monronry. Well, that is what I was wondering, if the 
factors involved in the divorcement of CAA from Commerce would 
require Cabinet position and only Cabinet position to properly pro- 


tect it, would you then say that we could wisely provide for a Cabinet 
post ? 
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I am not suggesting it. I think you could operate well as an in- 
dependent agency, as CAB which does have a quasijudicial function 
and still operates as an independent agency. 

I do feel that aviation has not been properly recognized within 
the Department of Commerce. That is only my idea. The other 
members of the committee may differ with me. 

The hour is now 12: 25, and we have an important bill on the floor. 
I feel we had better adjourn for the convenience of the committee 
members. 

Unfortunately we are scheduled right through until Tuesday in 
hearings before the full comittee or other subcommittees, and this 
room is not available. I am sorry that we will have to suspend hear- 
ings until next week. Would you be able to look at your calendar 
at a later time and see if we can get together around the 1st of Febru- 
ary. Otherwise, committees are in session, but maybe we might get 
through. We will try to work out a date that will be mutually ac- 
ceptable to you and to the committee to further go forward with this 
case. 

The committee will stand recessed until further call by io Chair. 

(Whereupon, at 12:25 p. m., the committee recessed to reconvene at 
the eall of the Chair.) 
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FRIDAY, FEBRUARY 3, 1956 


Untrep Srates SENATE. 
COMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN COMMERCE. 
SUBCOMMITIEE ON AVIATION, 
Washington, D.C. 


The subcommittee met, pursuant to call, at 10:15 a. m. in room 
G16, United States Capitol, Senator A. 8S. Mike Monroney, chair- 
man of the subcommittee, presiding. 

Present: Senators Monroney, Schoeppel, and Payne. 

Senator Monronry. The Subcommittee on Aviation of the Inter 
state and Foreign Commerce Committee will be in session. 

The record will show that a quorum of the committee, Senators 
ayne, Schoeppel, and myself are present, and that Senator Bible 

\l| be here shortly, when he can get aw: iy from a meeting of the 
Ban ‘jor Subcommittee. 

It will show that Mr. Rothschild, Under Secretary of Commerce 
for Transportation, is continuing his testimony under oath as of the 
time of the recess of the committee. 

Before starting, I would like to make an effort, if it is necessary, to 
correct a statement I made on the radio, which I understand was not 
i line with the facts during the radio broadeast on Reporter's 
Roundup. 

said that Mr. Weeks was a director of the Pullman Co. That 
information was taken from what I presumed to be the most authori 
tative source, the January 1956 issue of the Congressional Directory, 
page 483. Mr. Weeks’ biography is prepared and written by him. 
as all these are, and subject to continuing scrutinization and modern 
ization. 

After making the statement on the radio, I was informed that Mr. 
Weeks no longer is a director of the Pullman Co. and not wishing 
to do him any “injustice, whatsoever, I would like, at this time, either 
by Mr. Rothschild or counsel for the Commerce Committee, on the 
widest publicity forum obtainable, to give him an opportunity to cor- 
rect that statement if I was in error. 

Would you state your name, please ? 


STATEMENT OF PHILIP A. RAY, GENERAL COUNSEL, DEPARTMENT 
OF COMMERCE 


Mr. Ray. I might merely add that Secret: ary Weeks resigned as a 
director of the Pullman Co. on or prior to January 20, 1953, when 
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he assumed his present post, and I might say additionally that he 
had never had any financial interest in the Pullman Co. 

Senator Monronry. I am glad to have that for the record. 

I regret that the information contained in the latest issue of the 
Congressional Directory, which was presumably from him or his office 
at least, was in error, and I would suggest that that be corrected by 
the Department of Commerce at the next occasion. 

When we recessed, we had been discussing the matter of legislation. 
The distinguished Under Secretary’s testimony was that this bill 
would do violence to a sound plan of concentrating transportation 
agencies within the Department of Commerce. 

I believe the matter under consideration was the matter of testimony 
such as page 468 by the Under Secretary that 
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In a word, this measure would spin the CAA off into intergovernmental 
space, would divorce it from its sister transportation agencies now lodged in 






the Department of Commerce, would reverse a sound trend in Government which 
has been going on for over 15 years, and would be contrary to the expressed 
views of this administration and the 3 preceding Presidents of the United States. 







I would like to ask what other aviation facilities of the Government 
are under Commerce, other than the CAA. I mean, I refer now to 
other aviation activities such as the military aviation, which has oc- 
cupied part of the aviation spectrum. 

[ was wondering if there were any other aviation things that you 
might have jurisdiction over. 


FURTHER TESTIMONY OF HON. LOUIS S. ROTHSCHILD, UNDER 
SECRETARY OF COMMERCE FOR TRANSPORTATION, DEPART- 


MENT OF COMMERCE 


















en RorHscHILp. Senator, we are also responsible for the Defense 

ir ‘Transport Administration, a small but effective organization 
Ww ay h is in more or less of a standby position, doing in peacetime what 
it can to make preparation for the emergency use of civil aircraft and 
their crews. 

Senator Monroney. Your duty, as Under Secretary of Commerce 
for Transportation, from the Congressional Directory, shows that you 
do supervise Defense Air Transportation Administration, Civil 
Aeronautics Administration, and that you are the Inland Waterways 
Corporation Chairman, Advisory Board there, 

[ think you testified that that 1s in the process of liquidation. 

Mr. Roruscuitp. It was sold, sir, to private interests. 

Senator Monroney. Yes, but the connection only was with the cor- 
porations and the operations of the barge lines and not with the 
maintenance or superv ision of nav igation facilities or control of 
traffic in the inland waterways; is that correct / 

Mr. Roruscuritp. When the Government operated the barge lines, it 
had to do only with the operation of a barge line and not with the 
maintenance of navigation facilities; that is right. 

Senator Monronry. And that has been sold, | and it is in a liquida- 
tion process. 

You supervise the Maritime Administration and Federal Maritime 
soard 2 
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Mr. Roruscutip. Yes, sir. Now, there are other aviation facilities 
within the Department of Commerce. The Weather Bureau, for one, 
which as you know, is vitally connected with aviation. 

Senator Monronry. Indeed. 

Mr. Rornscuitp. The Coast and Geodetic Survey, which is respon- 
sible for the preparation of all the charts and maps which are used 
by all forms of aviation. 

Senator Monroney. Also used by seagoing vessels. 

Mr, Roruscuiwp. Different kinds of charts; yes, sir. 

Senator Monronry. Primarily Department charts showing the 
shoal waters and the islands and things of that kind. 

Mr. Roruscuitp. And the location of navigational aids and so forth. 

Senator Monronry. Yes. And I believe you also supervise the 
Bureau of Public Roads; do you not? 

Mr. Rotuscuitp. Yes, sir. 

Senator Monroney. Now, you are also Chairman of the Air Coordi- 
nating Committee, are you not? 

Mr. Roruscutnp. Yes, sir. 

Senator Monroney. You hold that position because aviation is 
under, at the present time, the Department of Commerce ? 

Mr. Roruscuimp. Well, the Air Coordinating Committee, sir, is an 
administrative device through which the various parts of Government 
which have an interest in aviation are enabled to find a meeting of the 
minds. 

I am the Department of Commerce representative thereon, and I 
am Chairman by designation of the President. 

Senator Monronery. Now, would you outline the other members and 
the other departments that are represented ? 

Mr. Roruscniip. The membership is made up, as I recall it, of the 
Department of the Army, the Department of the Navy, Department 
of the Air Force, Civil Aeronautics Board, and Treasury. The FCC 
membership is in the process of being finalized now. 

Then the Bureau of the Budget sits in as a nonvoting member. 
Department of State is represented, also. 

Senator Monronry. And the CAB? 

fr. Roruscuiztp. I think I mentioned that. 

Senator Monroney. Yes. In other words, the coordination of all 
aviation activities, sister transportation of the air, are brought to- 
gether at the Air Coordinating Committee level; is that not correct ¢ 

Mr. Roruscnitp. Where there are interdepartmental problems, they 
are discussed and worked out at that level; yes, sir. 

Senator Monroney. And under the present bill, the Air Coordinat- 
ing Committee will not be abolished ¢ 

Mr. Roruscutip. I wouldn’t think so; no, sir. 

Senator Monroyey. It would still be there to protect the proper 
coordination of the interrelationships between various Government 
departments when it deals with air; is that not correct ? 

Mr. Roruscuttp. That is correct, sir. 

Senator Monronry. Whether filled by you, as Under Secretary of 
Commerce in charge of transportation, or by an independent agency 
of Civil Aeronautics Administr: ation, through its Administrator, it 


would still be coordinated with the various Government departments, 
would it not ? 
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Mr. Roruscuitp. The device would still remain, and its services, I 
would presume, would be available. 

Senator Monroney. Yes. 1 believe you also serve on the National 
Advisory Committee for Aeronautics, do you not ? 

Mr. Roruscuip. Yes, sir. 

Senator Monroney. And that generally represents a number of 
phases, too, in research and things of that kind, as regarding aviation, 
does it not? 

Mr. Roruscuiwp. I believe, sir, that it is one of the largest research 
organizations in existence. 

Senator Monronry. And a very good one. 

Mr. RoruscuiLp, And a very fine one; yes, indeed. 

Senator Monroney. If CAA was made an independent agency, 
Commerce would still be represented on the Air Coordinating “Com. 
mittee, undoubtedly, would it not, because of the Weather Bureau 
and other things that are interrelated to aviation ? 

Mr. Roruscuitp. I presume that would be a determination on the 
part of the President, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Monronery. Yes. Well, it would be rather inconceivable 
that what importance attaches to the Department of Commerce and 
aviation, if CAA were no longer a part, will be provided for in the 
intergovernmental relationships. 

In other words, it would be important enough to have the Treasury 
represented, because of the Coast Guard, or the Postmaster General 
represented, because of the air mail. It would be rather logical that 

any President would include, still, in the membership at the Cabinet 
level, or their representatives; membership on the Air Coordinating 
Committee. 

[s that not correct‘ 

Mr. Roruscuinp. Well, I would think that anyone would probably 
think along those lines; yes, sir. 

Senator Monroney. So, as a matter of fact, all we would lose would 
be the transportation connections, whatever they might be, between 
air and other transportation agencies in the Department, which I 
believe you testified the other day comprised steamships, and I believe 
you classified highways as a transportation agency. 

Mr. Roruscniwp. Y es, Sir. 

Senator Monroner. Those were the two major aviation transporta- 
tion groups which you outlined to us that would be still under your 
Department, and the reason why aviation should be interrelated in a 
veneral transportation agency which deals only with those three. 

Mr. Rornscuitp. And I attempted to point out this morning that 
the Weather Bureau and the Coast and Geodetic Survey, which are 
also parts of the Department of Commerce, are closely interrelated 
with aviation, too. 

Senator Monroney. Yes. And I believe they would undoubtedly 
be represented by your Department under a divorcement of the CAA 
and the Air Coordinating Committee. 

So it would not be spun off into intergovernmental space without 
contact with aviation. 

Mr. Roruscuum. I believe, sir, that my statement indicated that 
the President would lose the value of Cabinet responsibility for the 
supervision of an agency, and that in having to report directly to 
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him, there would be a burden added to his already large number of 
duties. 

If this were to be accomplished, it would be reasonable to suppose 
that other reverse reorganizations would also come into being, at 
which point we would have lost a great deal of the progress which 
has been made over the past many years, and which has been sup- 
ported by not only the present administration, but three previous 
Presidents. 

Senator Monroney. Of course, [ appreciate that viewpoint; the 
viewpoint of most of those actively engaged in aviation, including 
the airline pilots and private pilots and executive pilots, complements 
of State and municipal airport directors and just about every branch 
of the aviation industry excepting the organization representing the 
big major trunklines having already declared in favor of this bill of 
divorcement, feeling that it “might be a very fine thing for aviation if 
they could lose this Cabinet representat ion that they have had. 

They all seem rather anxious to lose it and take their chances with 
someone who would be more enthusiastic in the matter of aviation 
development. 

We were talking—excuse me; did you have any comment on that? 

Mr. Roruscuimp. I was just about to say, sir, that we had hoped 
both in the statement and in the questions which were answered at the 
last hearing, last week to indicate that we were very much opposed to 
it, and we set out a number of reasons why we were opposed to it. 

We still believe that it would be detrimental to the best interests of 

viation to contemplate such action. 

Senator Monrongy. Yes. One of the reasons I think you said, 
that Ma. Lee failed in his position was that he was a poor salesman for 
aviation. During this interim, I have had occasion to look up the 
salesmanship that must have transpired in the fact that during 1954 
Mr. Lee apparently had very little chance to be a salesman, since the 
submission to Congress by the Budget Bureau under the revised Eisen- 
hower budget contained $105,500,000 for salaries and expenses, which 
were found that Congress appropriating $105 million. 

He lost $500,000 that year. The airways facilities which had been 
requested at $ 29, 860,000 in the Truman budget had been submitted by 
Commerce at $21 million and recommended in the Truman budget 
finally at $13 million. 

Under the revised budget, when Mr. Weeks and the present man- 
agement of Commerce took over, the estimate from the CAA was cut 
from $29,860,000 to $13 million, the submissions to the sudget Bureau 
were cut to $7 million, and the transmission to C ongress was only 
<7 million for airways navigation facilities. 

Mr. Lee is being blamed for failure to develop a well rounded air 
navigation, but the revised budget left very little room for moderniza- 
tion, because I am informed that about $5 million, I believe, is re- 
quired for just the constant overhead of this airways facility in keep- 
ing what they have in repair. 

[ am talking, now, about the 1954 budget. 

Mr. Roruscuiww. I believe my reference, Mr. Chairman, was to a 
later budget than that, and I believe that the whole statement which 
[ made went something like this: That there was no adequate plan, 
and that in addition to there being no plan, there was a lack of sales- 
Inanship, as evidenced by the record. 
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But I dealt at considerable length on the fact that the planning 
had been deficient in the extreme. 

Senator Monroney. I am going to defer that planning phase until 
a little later, but in that same 1954 budget, the earlier recommendation 
had been by the Commerce Department and CAA for $43 million for 
airport development of Federal aid funds. But on the revised budget 
when Mr. Weeks took over, the CAA was squeezed down from $43 
million to $29,900,000. 

The submission by Commerce to the Budget Bureau was only for 
$2 million. No funds were provided in the Eisenhower budget sub- 
mitted by Mr. Weeks to Congress for airport aid at all, excepting for 
administrative funds. 

Mr. Roruscuitp. You will recall, sir, that it was not too much prior 
to that that the airport aid program had been the subject of criticism 
by the Congress, and when the new administration came in, it felt 
that before asking for more funds, so I am told—I was not then in 
my present post—before submitting requests for more Federal aid 
airport funds, it wanted to take a look at the program in the light of 
the Congressional criticism. 

Senator Monroney. I didn’t think the Congressional criticism ex- 
tended to a matter of reducing funds. I thought the Congressional 
criticism that I heard at that time was on the basis that there wasn’t 
enough funds and that the program was working in reverse. 

Mr. Roruscnuiip. I was not referring, sir, to your own criticism, 
but rather to the criticism on the part of the appropriations commit- 
tees, which had found fault with the administration of the airport aid 
program. 

Senator Monronry. Anyway, they lost $30 million in that revision 
of the budget by Mr. Weeks in his submission to the Budget Bureau, 
and consequently to aviation, and no funds were appropriated during 
that year. 

As the general trends were beginning to materialize, I think the 
record will show the British already had their comet in the air, and 
were rapidly capturing the transportation picture with jet transports. 

W e, who were the greatest country in aviation, were appropriating 
no funds that year for modernizing a hopelessly obsolete ground 
plant for aviation. 

Now, Mr. Lee can’t be blamed for the lack of submission of any 
funds in the year 1954 for that phase of it, can he? 

Mr. Roruscuitp. Mr. Chairman, with all due respect to you and 
your committee, I believe the record will show that I indicated that we 
had great knowledge of the important place played by airports in the 
whole scheme, but that we also felt that there were other items which 
had an equivalent or larger, and in most cases a larger, deficit than 
did the airport situation. 

Senator Monronrey. You mean the nonaviation branches of Com- 
merce ? 

Mr. Rornscuizp. No, I do not, sir. I mean air navigation facilities 
for aviation. 

Senator Monroney. But you didn’t cut that down. That was 
recommended by the CAB at $29,860,000. It came to the Budget 
from the then Secretary of Commerce, prior to Mr. Weeks, at $21 
million and finally went to the Congress from the Budget Bureau at 
$13 million. 











ve 
he 
ch 
an 


m- 


ies 





STUDY OF CIVIL AERONAUTICS ADMINISTRATION 249 


Then Mr. Weeks revised that figure downward to where only $ 
— was requested, barely enough to cover the oper rating over- 

ad, and the $7 million was submitted to C ongress and $7 million was 
apna 

Mr. Roruscuixp. I believe I also pointed out, sir, in my statement, 
and later in questioning, that the matter of cutting CA A and other 
budgets was not unique to this administration; that it had been a 
long-standing practice and that Secretary Sawyer’s record was not 
unlike that of Secretary Weeks. 

Senator Monronery. However, he started with more, so when the 
cuts were effected, if any, there was still more left for aviation, by far, 
throughout those years, than what was left after Mr. Weeks got 
through with knifing aviation. 

Regarding 1955, when Mr. Lee’s salesmanship, which has been 
questioned, the budget recommendation was $97,310,000 for expenses 
and operation, a reduction of some $13 million, and the record shows 
that Congress appropriated $1.5 million more, appropriating 
$98,730,000. 

Now, would you say that was bad salesmanship ? 

Mr. Roruscuiip. I don’t know, sir. 

Senator Monronry. The rest of the budget, although it was cut 
drastically for air navigational facilities which Mr. Lee asked for and 
which, until this hearing started, was under security wraps and was 
not made public under Commerce Department policy, was $20.5 
million. 

He got out of Mr. Weeks’ Department with $7 million, and the sub- 
mission to the Budget Bureau was only $5 million, which again was 
barely enough to cover the operational expenses of the air navigational 
fa iliti ies that were then existing, and bringing a very small amount of 
probably repair and maintenance to the sy stem. 

So it was not cut; it went through exactly as the Department recom- 
mended. On the Federal airport-aid program, he asked for $33,- 
350,000; the submission by Commerce that year was for the full 
amount he asked for, $33,350,000, but the budget cut it to $22 million, 

which the Congress appropr iated, 

So he came out net in that year, $1.5 million ahead, at least on 
aviation funds. Now, was that poor salesmanship ? 

Mr. Roruscuitp., You will recall, sir, that in the next year’s budget 
[ pointed out that a similar history did not take place and that in ms 
judgment then and now the reason that there was a lack of funds, 
there was, for the operation of any part of the aviation program, was 
due to the fact that there had been a long history of inadequate plan- 
ning within the CAA, 

Senator Monronery. Well, I will come to that as a separate item a 
little later. We will stay on appropriations for the moment. 

Nineteen fifty-six, which is the year you haven’t referred to, you 
asked for- 

Mr. Roruscnitp. Mr. Chairman, it is pretty hard to divorce the 
two of them, because one is so closely interrelated with the other that 
itis pretty difficult, if not impossible, to divorce planning and adequate 
planning from a proper budget presentation. 

Senator Monronry. Thank you. 
The 1956 funds that were asked for by Mr. Lee were $115,957,000. 
They were cut to $110 million by Mr. Weeks’ Department, and the 
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figure came out of the budget was $107,350,000. Mr. Lee got out 
of the Congress with $106,750,000, a loss of about $600,000. 

On the navigation facilities, he asked for $26 million. Commerce 
recommended $26,500,000. Commerce recommended the $26.5 mil- 
lion. Budget recommended $23 million, and he was cut to $16 million 
that year by the Congress. 

So he did lose on air navigation facilities from what he had recom- 
mended some $10 million, and he lost some $7 million from the budget. 

But at the same time, Congress was being interested in the airport 
program, as he had asked for $41,500,000 to get ready for the jet age: 
only seven commercial airports in the country are capable of oe 
jets. He asked for $41,500,000. He got out of Commerce with $3 
million, but when it came from the Budget Bureau to the soathent 
there was only $11 million provided. 

Now, Mr. Lee’s salesmanship couldn’t have been so very bad because 
the Congress upped the $11 million to $22 million, and at the same 
time, based on the testimony of Mr. Lee before this committee, for 
which you reprimanded him, you told us yesterday, we had passed the 
Federal Aid to Airport bill for contract authorization which did 
provide for this current year $42,500,000 additional. 

So Mr. Lee, with his poor salesmanship, managed at least. and you 
give him some credit at least for not supporting your position strong]; 
enough, he did manage to get out with $43,900,000 more money than 
had been asked for by the Budget, and that was due to Congress 
passing the Federal Aid to Airport Act and putting it on an author- 
ization basis for 4 years. 

Would that be bad salesmanship ? 

Mr. Roruscniip. I would say that was excellent salesmanship, but 
I give you credit for that salesmanship. 

Senator Monroney. It wouldn’t have been possible without the 
testimony of Mr. Lee: the congestion over the airports, the absoles- 
cence of ground facilities, and I will say that certainly this committee 
hearing the testimony was impressed. 

Mr. Lee did not testify as to the method. He was limited strictly 
to giving this Congress the facts for which the testimony the last time 
you testified before us brought a reprimand to him from you for not 
proper ly sustaining the Commerce position. 

Senator Scuorrret. Might I say at this point that here is one matter 
that has been overlooked: namely, that during the time of the air port 
expansion program and the action that had ‘been taken by the Con- 
gress, if my memory serves me correctly, many cities‘and municipali- 
ties throughout the entire nation had gone out and over a number of 
years had issued bonds thinking that “the C ongress would make the 
appropr iations on a matching basis. 

That was a matter that built up over, let us say, from 1 to 3 years, 
and the Congress, in its wisdom, and the committees in Congress re- 
sponsible for appropriations, did not seem moved to meet the demands 
that the local municipalities had, by bond issues, moved forward on. 

Senator Monroney. Exactly. 

Senator ScHorrre.. And when that matter had been presented to 
the Congress and to this committee, the municipalities felt that since 
the Congress had passed a law and since the municipalities had moved 
out, by bond issues and otherwise, that the Congress to keep faith 


should appropriate funds. 
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I think that was one of the big inducing factors, coupled with the 
absolute need for it, too, and I think those are relationships in there 
that should be in the record. 

Senator Monronry. I appreciate that very much, because I think 
it is exactly what hs appened. I think it is very cogent to this study 
of the divorcement of CAA from Commerce, because Commerce, that 
has accused Mr. Leee of a lack of salesmanship for aviation, repri- 
manded him for his testimony to this committee, and a part of that 
testimony, if I recall, was the bac klog of requests that you now men- 
tioned, bonds having been issued, money ready to be spent at the local 
level, and no matching funds available. 

It was a very important part of this aviation airport bill, but on 

the salsemanship side, we had the Commerce Department, speaking 
through the Under Secretary—and I do not criticize you, personally : 
I am criticizing the policy of your Department, which undoubted]; 
was directed by Mr. Weeks—for opposing what was an obvious need 
for preparation for the jet age in transport that was to come and 
for the modernization of the hopelessly obsolete ground plant. 

I think it is very important to this hearing to show where opinions 
have differed between those directly in charge of aviation, such as 
Mr. Lee was, and those who were his supervisors, and in control of 
that De partment on these important matters to aviation. 

| am not trying to embarrass anyone, L assure you, but I think those 
issues where aviation faced the test and where the Commerce Depart- 
ment was found wanting is of extreme importance in consideration of 
whether aviation will not do better under an independent agency than 
under the broad umbrella of the Commerce iiaenden nt. 

Mr. Roruscuitp. Isn’t it a fact, Mr. Chairman, that the Monroney 
bill made it unnec ‘essary for anyone to go before the Appropriations 
Committee to demonstrate any kind of salesm: mship or the lack there- 
of, because the contract authority was contained in the bill and, there- 
lore, ,10 moneys to supplement the budget were needed ¢ 

Senator Monroney. That is true, because we knew and had history 
of it from Mr. Lee’s records of the growing demand on the part of the 
municipalities for adequate matching F ‘ederal funds to get underway 
with modernizing our obsolete ground plant. 

But the opposition to that by Commerce seemed to me to be a part 
of the system of which I compl: lined, and that is—and we have checked 
this, we were uncertain about it the other day—that the Budget Bureau 
of the President does not allocate money for aviation; it is left to the 
discretion of the Secretary of Commerce as he goes about his functions 
in many, many departments which are widadonced and varying. 

He has to figure from the lump sum allotted to Commerce what 
portion of that amount will be given to the Office of Strategic Informa- 
tion, the Coast and Geodetic Survey, the Patent Office, the National 
Bureau of Standards, Civil Aeronautics Administration, Defense Air 
Transport fede nieces Maritime Administration, Bureau of Pub- 
lie Roads, Weather Bureau, Bureau of Foreign Commerce, Office of 
International Trade, Business and Defense Services Administration, 
Office of Field Services, Office of Technical Services, Office of Business 
Economics, Bureau of the Census, and Inland Waterways Corporation. 

Now, he gets X dollars for his Department, without any direction 
from the Budget Bureau as to how he prepare to make his budget. 
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Civil Aeronautics is in direct competition with every one of these 
een rtments for an adequate amount to carry forward its work. 

The position that I take on this is that we would rather risk—and I 
believe all of the aviation people, with the possible exception of those 
who purport to represent—and I say purport advisedly—the trunk- 
lines, because I do know from fact that all of the trunklines are not 
in sympathy with the position being taken by the ATA—that those 
who purport to represent even that “Jone holdout of all the aviation 
people think they would rather take a chance on going directly to the 

sureau of the Budget with an amount for aviation than being in com- 
petition with Inland Waterways, the Maritime Commission, the 
Bureau of Public Roads, and the Weather Bureau and the Bureau of 
Foreion Commerce and the Patent Office, and the Coast and Geodetie 
Survey, and all of those other things. 

That is the issue in this whole bill. 

Mr. Roruscutip. Mr. Chairman, you have just put into the record 
a very complete list of the bureaus which are under the Department of 
Commerce, and it seems to me that if vou can make a good case for the 
divorcement of one of them, you could make a wood case for the 
divorcement of all of them and that, therefore, there would be no 
necessity for a Department of Commerce. 

Instead of one Cabinet officer representing all these various bureaus, 
you would have a great variety of Cabinet officers, and then if you 
carried that beyond the Department of Commerce into the other de- 
partments of Government, you would arrive at a situation by which 
the executive branch would have great difficulty in operating if it 
were able to operate at all. 

Think if you will, in terms of the Department of Defense alone, 
for a moment—I don’t know how many bureaus and agencies they 
have, but I would say it would run into the hundreds, and if each one 
of them was obliged to do his own operation as you suggest for CAA, 
I just don’t believe the Government could operate. 

Senator Monroney. Well, I would suggest, Mr. Rothschild, that 
there is a litt’e greater urgency in jet transport planes flying at 550 
or 600 miles an hour coming into La Guardia or Washington Airport 
with some 100 passengers aboard than in the transference of the Office 
of International Trade, which is one of your departments, out of 
Commerce. 

['can see a need for grouping agencies, but when the grouping of 
the agencies becomes detrimental to the safety, the development, and 
the progress of aviation—and I can perhaps be wrong—we admit two 
different positions—on the stewardship of Commerce and on the logic 
of keeping the airplane tied to this group of nonrelated agenc ies, | 
would say, and you would say they are related to transportation, that 
the urgency of air safety, and the fact that 25 million people plus, 
each year trust themse Ives to air navigation facilities and air safety 
and air inspection, that certainly you can’t worship completely at the 
shrine of reorganization when lives appear to be at stake. 

Mr. Rornscuiip. It seems to me, Mr. Chairman, with all due respect 

gain, that lives are at stake in very many other areas of Government, 
aa I would think, for example, that as good or better a case could be 
made for the divorcement of certain of our defense activities because 
the lives of every citizen, not just that percentage which travels the 

airlanes, is involved. 
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Senator Monronry. But, we have no jurisdiction over the Depart- 
ment of Defense. I don’t know of anyone that has suggested or 

ecommended the redivorcement of defense activities. 

[ mean, I think we are falling into a pattern that if CAA is given 
independent status, that you will establish new independence for all 
the agencies of defense. That is a matter properly in the hands of 
” Armed Services C ommittee, a joint committee which I had a hand 
in setting up to supervise instead of Army and Navy, to have a com- 
mittee that was dealing completely with the total defense picture. 

So Iam not unaware that _ re is value in reorganization. I never 
have been hostile to it, but I do think that when reorganization has 
been tried and we have tried it since 1946, and we feel that the time 
has come when aviation has reached « point when it should exert its 
own wide wings In the great service of this country, then at least it 

fair thing for the Congress to take a look at it and see whether 
the organization now in progress is for the good of the people. 

|f we become so wedded to reorganization that we cannot look back- 
ward and see whether better air performance results, then you would 

at ne the orave error of saying “Once organized or re organized, 
that we have got to stay with it.” 

{| mean, the very purpose for reorganization is modernization and 

eeting changing problems. We would still be oper: ating as the Con- 
tinental Congress was if we hadn’t had these various changes, and 
that was a brand new organization. But the country reorganized the 
Continental Congress into the Constitution, 

From that time on, we have had reorganization after reorganiza- 
tion, and so what we are proposing in this bill is to reorganize civil 
Wiation into a position where it will no longer be chained to a step- 
mother, and told just what it can do on every step of the way. 

Mr. Roruscuitp. Well, surely, Mr. Chairm: mn, there was no inten- 


tion, nor do 1 tind any evidence in the record, of any desire on the 
part of the Department to suggest even that it isn’ properly the 
function of this committee to look into everything connected with 


aviation, whether it be a result of reorganization or not. 
But the opinion which you have and which I am sure you are most 


since ‘ bout. | do not seem to fin al shi are d by some ol her people whose 
opi s, it seems to me, have considerable weight, too. including, as 


[ have pointed out before, three previous Presidents, as well as this 

waminstration. 

itor Monronry. Well, I grant you that, and that is why it 

always time to take another look. 
Now, going to this factor that you said was so vitally important, 

on page 487 of the hearings you said: 


IS 


There has been no real plan to take care of future needs coming out of the 
CAA to the Department of Commerce, to the industry, to other interested Govern- 
ment agencies, or to the Congress. 


You said. on page 489: 


the program was fully considered by the NAV panel. Important suggestions 
oe made by the NAV panel. The plan was then substantially revised by the 
CAA to give effect to these suggestions. 


On page 490, you said : 
As a consequence of the 5-year plan and the wide acceptance of its conelusions 


within the NAV panel, this administration has sent to Congress an appropriation 


T9097—56 -17 


254 STUDY OF CIVIL AERONAUTICS ADMINISTRATION 


request for fiscal year 1957 for an even greater sum than had been requested 
for fiscal 1956 in order to assure prompt initial implementation of the 5-year 


plan. 


What do the initials “RTC” stand for ? 

Mr. Roruscuitp. Radio Technical Committee for Aeronautics, 
believe. 

Senator Monroney. Describe this body. 

Mr. Roruscuivp. I am told, Mr. Chairman, that this is a nongov- 
ernmental and nonoflicial body made wp—whose membership is made 
up of radio technicians from industry and on which the Government 
sits. 

Senator Monroney. And are you aware that this body, through i” 
special committee, prepared a master plan for the airwaves and ai 
traffic control] s stem for this country many years ago which was a 
proved by rey ‘Cc ongressional Aviation Poli cv Board, and has been 
kept current ever since ¢ 

Mr. Rorascuiiy. [| presume vou have reference to the 1948 report 
of that committee. 

Senator Monronery. Yes 

Mr. Roruscuivtp. Yes, sir: bt am aware of the existence of that 
report. 

Senator Monronry. Are you aware that in every budget presenta- 
tion made to the Congress, the CAA has kept the Congress informed 
of the progress made on implementation of the master plan known 
as the SC—31 plan, and has testified on the additional facilities needed 
to keep pace with the advances of our aviation / 

Mr. RorHscHILn. T would remind you, sir, that that is not a CAA 
plan; that that is, as you indicated, a plan developed by the RTCA 

Senator Monronery. It isa joint Government-industry board, a 
has worked, has it not, in very close cooperation with and through the 
approval and support of the Civil Aeronautics Administration ? 

ach time that it has testified before the Appropriations Commit- 
tee. it has reported on this plan. 

Mr. rene. That apparently was an insufficient amount of 
information for the Ap propriations Committee, since it was their 
own request that a plan be prepared and presented to them, Mr. 
Chairman. 

Senator Monroney. Are you not slightly penubenpecan uninten- 
tionally, of course, the report of the Senate committee filed by Sen- 
ator Holland for the Committee on Appropriations under date of 
June 10, 1955, which report, dealing with civil aeronautics, said, and 
[ quote: 

The committee, therefore, directs that no stations or facilities now operating 
be discontinued by the Civil Aeronautics Administration and that there be 
reported to the appropriate committees of the Senate and the House of Repre 
sentatives a comprehensive plan for future air traffic control routes, facilities, 
and stations which shall, in any event, be made available to this committee 
and to the Appropriations Committee of the House of Representatives prior 
to the submission of the budget for fiscal 1957. 

The interpretation I get from reading that is that the Appropria- 
tions Committees, disturbed by the continuing reduction of facili- 
ties for air traffic control, fighting against budgetary cuts that would 
discontinue air navigation aids, aeaanl communication stations— 


and I happen to have been interested in some of those funds—finally 
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asked for this in order to be sure that you would not be further pro- 
posing reductions that they felt were vital to the security and to the 
<afety of air passengers and for air navigation. 

Mr. Roruscuuwp. Is there a question in there, sir / 

Senator Monronry. Well, is my interpretation wrong, that the 
committee, in asking for this, directed that no stations or facilities 
now operated be discontinued, and that you had to make an adequate 
report so that the Congress would know exactly what Commerce was 
doing to do? 

It was a protective device against further curtailment, rather than 
as the purport of your testimony is, that there had been a plan exist- 
mye. 

Mr. Roruscump. Well, 1 think there are two questions involved 
there, Mr. Chairman, if 1 understand it correctly. 

The proposal to shut down 31 INSAC’s was a proposal on the part 
of the CAA and was testified to— 

Senator Monroney. Shut down what? 

Mr. Roruscuimp. Thirty-one ground communication stations called 
INSAC’s. 

Senator Monroney. What does that mean in plain terms, INSAC’s. 
Interstate Airways Communication Stations ? 

Mr. Roruscutnp. Yes. 

Senator Monroney. <All right. 

Mr. Rornscutmp. As I read this request, it asks first that those not 
be shut down, and they were not shut down. Second, it asks for, be- 
cause the committee apparently felt that a great void existed, a plan 
which would give them an overall look at air navigational facilities 
which were contemplated for a sufficiently long time in advance so 

at they would have an opportunity to consider requests not only on 
in annual basis, but on a basis on which they could base some plan 
or planning. 

Senator Monroney. Well, would you want this committee to be- 
lieve that Mr. Lee was in favor of cutting out many of these, and 
that it was his motivation that led to the discontinuance of these 
literstate Airways Communications Stations? 

Mr. Roruscnintp. I am sure that the record would show that Mr. 
Lee testified he wanted to shut down those 31 INSAC’s, 

Senator Monronry. He may have testified that he had to cut them 
down, but my personal conversations over the reductions of some in 
Oklahoma, which I knew personally were vital to air safety in certain 
mountainous sections of our State, were that he was very much op- 
posedl to that. 

He was, at that time, in his information to me, compelled to go along 
on « Budget Bureau ceiling that would not permit the continued 
operation of many of these stations. 

Mr. Roruscuinp. Mr. Chairman, an Administrator’s job is to de- 
termine which of the facilities he thinks most important shall be 
covered within the limits of the money made available to him by the 
Congress. 

Senator Monroney. Within the limits of the money made available. 
In other words, you just say which of the stations are going to be put 
todeath. If you have pot to squeeze the budget down to meet a pre- 

1 


determined objective, the only thing he could do as a subordinate in 
CAA would be to salute and obey. 
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Mr. Roruscuop. It was entirely his own determination, sir. 

Senator Monroney. Which stations ? 

Mr. Roruscuip. I don’t have a list of those. 

Senator Monroney. I know, but I say it was his determination if 
he had to lose X stations, to stay within the predetermined budgetary 
limitis of Mr. W eeks—— 

Mr. Rortscuiip. No, sir. To stay within the amounts of money 
appropriated by the Congress, sir. 

Senator Monroney. Yes, but the amount of money asked for by the 
Congress was at Mr. Weeks’ determination. He made out the budget. 
Mr. Weeks had a lump sum for all these many departments that I 
have out poe d. 

Mr. Weeks, with your help and that of the others, determined how 
many doll: ars would go to the Civil Aeronautics Administration. 
Once that was determined, under budgetary procedure within the 
Department, Mr. Lee could not even give publicity to his needs for air 
havigat ion facilitie 36 could he? 

Mr. Rorusciitip. As I recall it. he put up a pretty good case for 
shutting down those INCECS 

Senator MonronEy. You mean he was a good salesman on that 
point ¢ 

Mr. Rorusciinp, No, sir. I don’t mean that at all. I mean he had 
a conviction on that, or he would not have so—at least that was my 
interpretation—he esi not have so represented before the Appro- 
priations Committees. 

Senator Monronry. Do you realize that the 5-year plans that we 
are talking about that Congress had had continued before it under 
SC-31 merely reflects the SC-31 program with those facilities? In 
addition, those prev iously included were required to keep pace with 
the e aes of our aviation, and it was all in the basic program, 
and the Congress had been advised and was continuing to be advised, 
and the 5-year plan was merely « bringing up each year of the needs 
under that original 5-year program that had been operative for a long 
period of time? 

Mr. Roruscuirp. As I see it, sir, the 1948 program was not a creation 
of the Civil Aeronautics Administration, but the Civil Aeronautics 
(dministration had no plan until it was directed by the Congress to 
develop one. 

Senator Monroney. And then it was developed strictly out of 
modernization of SC-31; was it not? 

Mr. Roruscuitp. Well, surely any plan would have to take into 
consideration the thinking of previous groups. 

Senator Monroney. So, whether it was a new plan or whether it 
was merely a modernization of that which the Congress had before it 
would be rather stretching the imagination to believe that CAA was 
operating without any plan, wouldn’t it? 

Mr. Rornscuitp. Might it not also be stretching the imagination to 
think that any plan for anything was other than a modernization? 

Senator Monroney. Certainly. But if modernization is the yearly 
additions of new needs, then it doesn’t go back and revoke or reor- 
ganize completely the whole basic concept of air-traffic control and 
those facilities. 

Mr. Roruscui. I do not think we suggested that at any point,in 
the record, did we, sir? 
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Senator Monroney. But the point you made is that CAA was flying 
blind on air navigation up until the Congress directed CAA to prepare 
a 5-year plan. And the question is whether they did or did not have a 
5-year plan. 

Mr. Roruscuiip. Well, if they had one, it was very well hidden, 
Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Monronry. It was not hidden from the Congress, because 
you admit that they were operating on the SC-31 program, and as 
I read this matter from Mr, Holland’s committee, they were so worried 
about what was happening to it that they directed that no more sta- 
tions be discontinued. 

Mr. Roruscuitp. And they also directed that a plan be developed. 

Senator Monronry. That is right. Which was done. 

Mr. Roruscuitp. I think they were more worried about the plan 
than they were about those stations. 

Senator Monroney. If I know correctly the feelings of Senators— 
and I do, I think—about discontinuation of those stations, I think you 
would find that they were looking at facilities as well as programs and 
p ieces of paper. 

The request continually was made for the progress of that plan. 
The hearings will show on SC-31, that all of the members of the 
Appropriations Committee were aware of what that program was. 
And it was being revised annually and was annually reported to them 
by Mr. Lee during the appropriations hearings. 

And I can see no great change—and I may perhaps not know-——but 
| ean read English correctly. It was the discontinu: ance of parts of 
that plan and the elimination of these interstate airways communi- 
cation stations that the Administrator was concerned with. 

Mr. Roruscuitp. Well, surely, Mr. Chairman, if the Appropria- 
tions Committees had been satisfied with the reports they were getting, 
it seems unlikely that they would have asked for another plan. 

Senator Monroney. Is it not true that the CAA plan was not 
changed by the NAV Panel except to recommend increasingly the 
amount Commerce had allowed for the fiscal year 1957? 

Mr. Roruscuitp. My recollection on that point is, sir, that the NAV 
Panel called the 5-year plan a bare minimum in its totality, and that 
when it came to consider the phasing of it, it characterized it as be- 
ing totally inadequate for its beginning stages. 

Senator Monronrey. Would you have your staff give us the testi- 
mony—or the pages where we can find it—Mr. Lee’s testimony where 
the CAA proposed a cut? 

My information is that it was the result of a meat ax cut directed by 
Congress and by the Bureau of the Budget acting for the Appropri- 
ations Committee. Mr. Lee testified that the interstate airways com- 
munications stations were very important to air safety. I would like 
to have the reference to which you refer. 

Mr. Roruscuip. You are speaking of his testimony before the Ap- 
propriations Committee ? 

Senator Monroney. You stated earlier that it was Mr. Lee who 
urged these cuts. And I would like to have that reference, because 
I do not think it squares with what Mr. Lee, as least, told the junior 
Senator from Oklahoma regarding the reduction of vital stations in 


Oklahoma. 
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Senator Scuorpre.. Mr. Chairman, might I suggest at that point: 
[s that testimony not covered in the reported testimony that was pre- 
sented to the Appropriations Committee? If it is, Ihave no objec- 
tion, of course, to the Department furnishing it; but we certainly 
could get an accurate statement of it as it was presented to the Appro- 
priations Committee if our stati went through the records. We will 
have it doubly sure that that was the presentation that was made by 
the then Administrator of that department before the Appropriations 
Committee. 

Senator Monronry. | think that is a very wise suggestion. 

The only thing was: | was afraid that we might overlook in the 
search of the records some testimony on which Mr. Rothschild relies 
as to Mr. Lee’s salesinnnship in closmg these interstate airways com- 
munications stations. 

Now, that brings up, since this has become quite an issue, air-traflic 
control. It is a combination of many things: One of the most vital 
is the mterstate airways communications stations. And T am very 
olad we wot into it. bee: use it is one of the features of the discussion 
that we had on this C. M. & P. report. 

Twill say for the benefit t of the public that after long consultation 
and conside ees ve committee has decided to make available the 


complete C. M. & P. report. It will be released for morning papers 
Sunday morning, and will be available after the adjournment or re- 
essing of this cor ttee. st will release the summary prepared 


bv the C. M. & Py senile: so that the public will have that summary. 
We will have the basic, but voluminous. documents of the complete 
report; and at this time, in order to be completely fair to the Under 
Secretary, since it is being released over their objections, we would 
like to have you put anything in the record, in particular any state- 
ment at this time that you care to, to clearly state your position. 

Senator Sencerren. Do T understand, Mr. Chairman, that that 
now is the report of that agency or that group? And do I understand 
that heretofore, pursuant to a request from the Department, that the 
Department expressed some views on that by letter or some communi- 
cation to this committee, or this subcommittee ? 

If that is the case—and I have been led to believe by statements 
that this is the case—I think that in fairness to the Department that at 
this juncture that communication should become a part of the record. 

Senator Monroney. Well, I was merely trying to give the Under 
Secretary the maximum opportunity to present ‘his side of the case 
as to why he is reluctant. IT have the letter which T will give to you 
to read, if you like. 

Mr. Roruscrivp. I have a copy of it and I would like to read it 
into the record. 

Senator Monroney. I think merely placing it into the record would 
not properly give the opportunity to the Under Secretary to make 
his views public in the widest possible manner. 

We certainly do not want to run the kind of hearing where we 
give only one ‘side of a committee investigation a chance to get the 
information across in the public forum. Any similarity between that 
policy and persons living or dead is purely coincidental. 

Senator ScCHOEPPEL. My though was that we should have in proper 
sequence here how this matter came up, and certainly to have in this 
record—and I care not how it goes into the record—but we ought to 









\ 
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have in the record, so that we can have them, the views of the Depart- 
ment as expressed on it before this document is released. 

Senator Monroney. That is exactly correct. We had this letter. 
The subcommittee has discussed it thoroughly. On two occasions 
we have had personal conferences with the distinguished Under Sec- 
retary of Commerce on this matter, and the decision has been, as I 
recall, unanimous to make public this much-discussed C. M. and P. 
report. 

In order to properly give you the same forum, we wish you to take 
whatever time you need to present your views on why we should not 
make this report. public. 

Mr. Rornscuttp. Mr. Chairman, we are most grateful to you for 
your attitude in this matter and we consider it to be eminently fair 

and would only ask that you release the C. M. and P. report and the 
digest of it that you also release the letter which I wrote to you under 
date of January 23, 1956. 

Senator Monroney. We will get that so it will go out at the same 

My main purpose in stating this was to be sure that it was in the 
lovical order; and so we will have that letter mimeographed. Other- 
vias; our only release will not be our interpreti ition of the report, but 
the interpretation summary of the Cresap, McCormack and Paget 
people, their summary of that, and presumably they will give the most 
accurate possible wrap-up of the summary statement that comprises 
the complete report. 

Rut I think you have made a very fine suggestion. And we cer- 
tainly wish to give your position on the release of this the same con- 
sideration that we give anything else. 

Mr. Roruscurip. As T understand it now, my letter of January 
23, the summ: wy and the total report will be released simultaneously. 

Senator Monroney. That is right. 

Mr. Roruscurip. May I, therefore, put this letter into the record 
by reading it at this point? 

Mr. Baynron. May I ask a question? 

Senator Monroney. Yes. 

Mr. Baynron. There was an earlier letter dated January 10. 
want to be sure, before I have these letters mimeographed. 

Mr. Rornscuitp. [ presume you have reference to Mr. Ray’s letter 
of January 10? 

Mr. Baynron. Yes. 

Mr. Roriuscutmp. I believe this letter completely covers the De- 
partment’s position. 

Senator Monroney. We will release both if you think it is neces- 
sary. 

Mr. Rornscninp. This is addressed to your as chairman of the Sub- 
committee on Aviation of the Interstate and Foreign Commerce Com- 
mittee of the United States Senate, Washington 25, D. C. 

DEAR CHAIRMAN Monroney: This has further reference to our letter to you 
of January 10, 1956, with which we delivered to you the management survey 
report of Civil Aeronautics Administration prepared by Messrs. Cresap, Mc- 
Cormack, and Paget, including that firm’s first nine-page letter of transmittal 


which summarized the major recommendations and setimated number of CAA 


jobs which would be affected in each area and the savings which would be 
involved. 
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Mr. Ketiy. Mr. Chairman, may I ask a question to clear up some- 
thing here? 

Senator Monroney. Yes. 

Mr. Ketty. This letter that Mr. Rothschild is reading cannot be 
imparted to the public until Sunday, can it? 

Senator Monroney. I think so. Since it deals with the process, 
And we are going to, time permitting, discuss generally some of the 
things dealt ‘with in the C. M. and P, report, and the circumstances 
surrounding, and the qualifications of, the C. M. and P. people. 

So, anything that is publicly testified to in this hearing can be in- 
parted to the public. Certainly we would be viol: ating the funda- 
mental principle of business with the public watching if we tried to 
withhold from the record anything that transpires in this committee 
room. 

The purpose of making available the complete report and the com- 
plete summary because of its voluminous nature and its technical con- 
sequences, is to give the members of the press an opportunity not to 
have to meet a 3 o’clock deadline on digesting a report of many thov- 
sands of pages. 

We have conferred with several members of the press and both wire 
services, as to whether they thought it would give them a better oppor- 
tunity to more accurately report this, and not just take a headline out 
of it and not see the whole thing. 

Senator Scnorrret. Well, Mr. Chairman, I want the record to be 
absolutely crystal clear on this point: 

There certainly is no desire on the part of anyone in the Commerce 
Department that when he testifies as to this letter that there is any 
prohibition of the press and the wire services using this information 
in any manner, shape, or form that they desire? 

Senator Monroney. That is right. 

Senator Scuorrret. Has that question been raised here? I stepped 
out of the room just a minute. 

Senator Monroney. No. What Mr. Kelly asked was whether we 
were going off the record. We are not off the record on anything. 
We are merely trying to accommodate the press and the U nder Sec- 
retary for a complete coverage of the voluminous report which we put 
a release date on to give the press the opportunity to more adequately 
get the whole picture of the thing. 

Mr. Ketry. I just wanted to get that point cleared up. 

Senator Monroney. You may proceed. I am sorry for the inter- 
ruption, but I am gl: 1d we did clarify this, because it certainly is im- 
portant, I think. “We will discuss some of the highlights of the 
C. M. and P. report later today, and then the whole thing will be 
available for a complete study by the press or by the public. 

You may proceed. If you would like to start over again, you may 
do so. 

Mr. Rornscuip. I will start from the beginning. 

DEAR CHAIRMAN MonroNey: This has further reference to our letter to you of 
January 10, 1956, with which we delivered to you the management survey report 
of Civil Aeronautics Administration prepared by Messrs. Cresap, McCormack & 
Paget, including that firm’s first 9-page letter of transmittal which summarized 
the major recommendations and estimated the number of CAA jobs which would 
be affected in each area and the savings which would be involved. 


We have since been advised by the staff of your subcommittee that in its 
executive session of January 19, the subcommittee determined by majority vote 
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that this transmittal letter summarizing the survey should be released subject 
to two conditions or qualifications suggested by the committee. 

The first condition is that the fifth major recommendation would not be 
released. That is, it would somehow be deleted from the summary of the survey. 

Secondly, as we understand it, we have been asked to express our view as 
to whether or not the sentences or portions of the summary dealing with esti- 
mated job reductions and money savings at CAA should be excised or deleted 
from the summary as released. 

Further, we understand that you desire to learn what portions of the report, 
if any, have been implemented and what portions, if any, have been abandoned. 

First, as stated in our letter to you of January 10, 1956, it is our position 
that no purpose would be served in making public the contents of the survey 
at this time. And we are accordingly opposed to its release in summary form 
or otherwise. However, as stated in that letter, we have left to the judgment 
of your committee in the light of our views the question whether your com- 
mittee desires to make the survey public. 

There has been no change in our position in this respect. 

Second, on the matter of the release of edited segments of a summary of 
the survey, our position is that if released at all, the survey should be released 
in full. If, as we believe, it is unwise to release the survey, then it is equally 
or more unwise to release a summary and even more so to release selected 
hits and edited portions of a summary taken out of context. 

Except for those portions which have been implemented as set out below, 

survey in its entirety is under continuing evaluation at CAA and in this 
partment. No portions of the survey have been formally and finally aban- 
No portions except those noted below have been formally and finally 
ted. 

1 our earlier comments on this subject, we have stated that the release of 
ommendations affecting large areas of CAA personnel, functions, and organ- 
which recommendations upon full and complete evaluation may or nay 
be adopted or may be adopted in part and rejected in part would work a 

eedless injury to morale. 

In addition, we wish to point out that such release would, in our opinion, 
prejudice further objective evaluation of this survey. In the present circum- 
stances particularly, it seems to us that the Administrator of CAA and the 
Department should have a continuing opportunity to study, evaluate and refer 
to the survey without the inevitable prejudgment and controversy which would 
be attendant upon its release. 

Accordingly we respectfully advise that in our opinion there should be no 
release of the survey in whole or in part except as it has been implemented. 
The respects in which the report thus far has been implemented are as follows: 

1. Federal airways planning staffs have been consolidated. 

2. Organizational adjustments to improved management and administration 
have been effected. 

3. The Administration has prescribed rulings governing the Washington, D. C. 
high density air traffic zone. The evaluation of this experiment will assist in 
determining the practicability of certain C. M. and P. recommendations. 

4. The CAA has commenced a pilot project to evaluate the feasibility of re- 
moting aeronautical communication stations. 

Present plans call for completing the evaluation early next year. Com- 
munications are being combined with towers where practicable as rapidly as 
possible. 

5. CAA has established criteria for provision of an approach control service 
and expansion of low altitude control. As of this date CAA is operating ap- 
proximately 150 approach control facilities and has inaugurated low altitude 
control service at 82 facilities covering 64 routes. 

6. Legislation providing for delegation of more responsibility to the manu- 
facturer in the development and production of airworthy aircraft has been 
transmitted to the Congress. 

7. CAA is coordinating the recommendation to discontinue its practice of 
accepting commercial messages for transmission over its teletype facilities with 
the Federal Communications Commission. 

8. The position of Deputy Administrator has been established. 

9. Plans for the consolidation of regional warehouses at a central and economi- 
cal location in Oklahoma have been adopted and are being executed. 
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While it appears to us that the savings which will result from these and other 
measures still under study will be worthwhile, in our opinion release of the 
survey at this state would tend to freeze the chance of further relation upon 
investment of the Government in this study, the statutory authority for and 
the cost of which were set out in our earlier letters. 

Sincerely yours. 

And it is signed by me. 

Senator Monroney. Thank you very much, Mr. Rothschild. 

Do you have anything further that you wish to state regarding the 
release of this material. 

Mr. Roruscuip. I believe not, sir. I believe the letter covers our 
position totally. 

Senator Monroney. In order to properly explain why the com- 
mittee offered you the opportunity—because that was what we were 
doing in our personal interview—it was the committee’s position that 
we would like to include the full summary: but, because of your letter 
of January 10 and subsequent mention regarding the effect on morale 
as to the publication of the number of jobs involved, the committee 
did, in conference with you, in which both Republican members of 
the committee were present, advise you, did we not, that we felt to 
release this in part, cutting out the dollar savings ‘and the number 
of jobs, might prejudice the report by not giving the monetar y reasons 
and anticipated savings that might occur. 

The Committee was not anxious to release it in part, but we were 
conscious of the letter from your counsel in which great stress was 
placed upon the effect upon morale of the employees. Notice the 
thifd paragraph of Mr. Ray’s letter of January 10 in which he says: 

I am sure you will appreciate the difficulties attendant upon the premature 
release of the program still under evaluation which would probably involve areas 
of responsibility, job functions, methods of operation, and reassignment or re- 
duction of personnel, many of which recommendations upon sufficient study 
might never be put into operation. 

And there was no feeling on the part of this committee—and I do 
not believe that you misunderstood us—that we were trying to bobtail 
or to suppress any portion of this report. We were merely trying to 
work it out in such a w ay as would be satisfactory if it could be ar- 
ranged to release the report and still protect whatever morale might 
remain in the CAA. 

We were doing it strictly for that purpose. And I hope you did not 
get the feeling that we were trying to censor or suppress any portion 
of this report for our own ends. 

Mr. Roruscuitp. Not at all, sir. But we felt in fairness to every- 
thing involved as stated in this letter of mine to you of January % 
that if any portion of the report were released, the entire report should 
be released. 

Senator Monroney. I quite agree with you. 

Mr. Roruscuitp. And we advised against the release of any or all 
of it. 

Senator MonroneEy. Yes. 

Could you tell us the cost of the report? $113,000? Is that about 
right? 

Mr. Roruscuip. I think that is about a correct figure. 

Senator Monrongy. I mean there has been some additions and sub- 
tractions. But I think that is the generally accepted figure. 
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Was the report asked for by Mr. Lee, Civil Aeronautics Adminis- 
trator? Or was it the result of strict negotiations through the De- 
partment of Commerce ? 

Mr. Roruscuiwp. I was not there at that time, sir, and I do not 
know. 

Senator Monroney. I see. 

I am advised—and if this is in error, we would be glad to give you 
an opportunity to correct it—that it was strictly a decision by Mr. 
Weeks and by the then Under Secretary of Commere e, Mr. Murray. 

Mr. Lee had not asked for it, nor was he given a voice in the selec- 
tion of it, or in the need for this survey ? Tt was strictly a function, 
and properly so, within the law as it now exists, of the Department of 
Commerce. 

Mr. Ray, ee could amplify that. Is that not correct! 

Mr. Ray. Well, I am sorry, sir, I was not there either. 

Senator sal ieee Well, we will give you every opportunity to 
correct it if that is not a correct statement. But I am advised that it 
was a decision made by Secretary Weeks and by Under Secretary 
Murray. We have testimony already under oath that the selection 
was left to Mr. Worthy, and that there has been addressed to him 
communications regarding the selection. 

You would not be qualified, then, since it was done before you 
came in, of course, to say what qualification the C. M. & P. firm had 
fi C avis ition matters? 

. Roruscuip. I had no part of any of this operation, Mr. Chair- 
man, an not, therefore, testify about it. 

Senator Monronry. The whole thing, I mean, was an operation 
that was complete before you came in. You just had it handed to you 
as part of your succeeding responsibilities to Mr. Murray ? 

Mr. Rornscuip. It was part of the record when I assumed office, 
yes, Sir. 

Senator Monroney. As I recall the sworn testimony, this firm was 
hired by Mr. Murray, and through the selection of Mr. Worthy; and 
their last job was for the New York Central in reorganization of that 
firm. 

No one is trying to question the competence as management advisers 
and management consultants on strictly organization and overhead 
and operational matters as results in the realinement of management 
facilities; but we do raise the question, and have consistently through- 
out these hearings, as to their competence to deal in technical phases 
of aviation. 

When he received the report, what did you do with it, Mr. Roth- 
child? 

Mr. Roruscuip. It was already part of the Department’s records 
when I came in. 

Senator Monroney. I see. 

Did you study the report ? 

Mr. Roruscuip. I have studied it, yes, sir. 

Senator Monrongey. And did you approve of some of the features 
of it and think they were likely to—your letter mentioned several 
things. Perhaps we could stay a little bit more on the beam if we 
followed some of these points which you outline in your letter that 
have resulted from the implementation of this report. 
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No. 1: You mention the Federal airways planning staffs having 
been aubiiene 

Was that in line with the major recommendations of the report ? 

Mr. Roruscuitp. Well, I do not know which of them you charactet 
ize as major and which as nonmajor. But this was a recommendation 
which was agreed to and put into operation. 

Senator Monroney. Was not a major part of the report—and this 
perhaps may be the beginning of the implementation of it—the fourth 
recommendation to transfer the fiscal and compliance aspects of the 
Federal aid to airport program to the Bureau of Public Roads in the 
Department of Commerce! And would thus again put in control of 
ground people the development of our airport program ¢ 

Mr. Rotuscuinp. Mr, Chairman, in my own business, prior to my 
becoming a Government official, | had occasion from time to time to 
employ management counsel too. And I found then, as I find in 
reading this C. M. and P. report, that a number of suggestions and 
recommendations have been made and were made to me in my own 
private capacity which had varving wnounts of competence, and that 
all of these things required evaluation by those people who had ex- 
perience with the particular area involved. 
























And it was their determination after reading and thinking abou 
the various recommendations to put them into force or not. That is 
exactly the way this report is being evaluated. I personally would 







not agree W ith this At rec om lend: tion. 
Senator Monronry. Certainly you state in your letter, though : 














No portion of the survey has been formally and finally abandoned. 











Mr. Roruscuimp. That is rielt. 
Senator Monroney (reading) : 

















The Department should have a continued opportunity to study the survey 
without the inevitable prejudgment and controversies which would be attendant 







upon its release 

Now those of us in aviation and responsibility for it would feel 
that this is very import: int knowledge. If we are going to combine 
airport construction and the placement of funds and the proportion- 
ate shares of those funds available to the various cities, whether it is 
voing to be under the Civil Aeronautics Administrator or under the 
Bureau of Public Roads. [ mean I just think you could carry reor- 
ganization a little bit far. But I don’t think many aviation people 
are going to want to be under the Bureau of Public Roads for Air- 
ports. 

Mr. Roruscuitp. | would find little sympathy myself for that ree- 
ommendation. 

Senator Monroney. If there is consolidation, it can be effectuated 
without control or swallowing up of the airport program. We are 
















certainly in favor of that. 

Mr. Roruscniuwp, [I am afraid I don’t follow your thinking on that, 
sir. 
Senator Monroney. No. 2 









Organizational adjustments to improved management and administration have 
been effected. 
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| presume that is one you are familiar with. And any time that 
you can effect such organization adjustments would be very helpful. 
| mean in saving money perhaps. Could vou detail some of the things 
that have transpired under that / 

Mr. Roruscuiwp. 1 can furnish you a list of some of the things 
which have been done, sir. 

(The matter referred to is as follows :) 


ORGANIZATIONAL ADJUSTMEN'S ''O IMPROVE MANAGEMENT 


Program directors were placed in the direct line of command over regional 
administrators and made responsible for the inanagement of their programs in 
the field. 

The position of Deputy Administrator was established to assist the Adminis 
trator in performing all the functions and exercising all the powers, authorities, 
and discretions vested in the Administrator of Civil Aeronautics, 

Responsibility for all CAA research and development activities was assigned 
to one officer who reports directly to the Office of the Administrator. 

\irways planning functions, previously performed at several different places 

the organization, were centralized in the Office of the Director, Office of 

eral Airways. 
| fiscal responsibilities were combined in a new Budget and Finance Offices. 
the efforts of the General Services Office were directed primarily to supply 
service functions (by removing its former accounting and internal security 
ponsibilities). 
he Organization and Methods Office was abolished and its functions trans 
ed to the Office of the Administrator. 


senator Monroney. ‘Phank you, I vin elad to have it in the record. 
You stated: 


e Administration has prescribed ruings governing the Washington, D. C 
| density air traffic zone. The evaluation of this experiment will assist in 
determining the practic ability of certain C. M. and P. recommendations. 


sn’t it a fact that this high density zone was done by the Civil Aero- 
itics Board and not by CAA, and you have no control whatever 

r the Civil Aeronautics Board ? 

\ir. Roruscuitp. I am told, Mr. Chairman, that the determination 
was made by the Air Coordinating Committee and that those functions 
which applied to the CAB were delegated to them, and those which 
ipphed to the CLA, to that body; and that in both cases th iey have 
lone What was necessary to create this high density air traffic zone, 

las st: pig in the letter, it is still under evaluation. 

' Monroney. Now, presumably, since vou say the evaluation 
oa experiment will assist in determining the practicability of 
iin other C. M. and P. recommendations, | wilt vO now to recom- 
dation No. 5 in which you say: 


senat 


CAA has established criteria for provision of an approach control service and 
expansion of low altitude control. As of this date CAA is operating approxi- 
mately 150 approach control facilities and has inaugurated low altitude contro} 
service at 82 facilities covering 64 routes. 

Would that be in line with the three-dimensional control which is 
one of the features of the C. M. and P. report ? 


Mr. Roruscump. If I understand your question correctly, Mr. 
Chairman, you are asking for a lot of technical information that I am 


not prepared to answer tod: ay, sir. We would be very happy to give 
you a report on specifics with regard to your question. 
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(the material referred to is as follows:) 


Is EXPANSION OF LOW ALTITUDE CONTROL IN LINE WITH THE CMP THREF- 
DIMENSIONAL CONTROL? 

The expansion of low altitude control operations was started prior to the 
study made by Cresap, McCormick & Paget but is in line with their recommenda- 
tions. The program is being expanded subject to the determination of opera- 
tional and economic factors involved in each situation. The CAA current pro- 
gram includes 88 facilities and 65 routes. Also in line with the broadest 
principles of the CMP recommendation is the planned inauguration of high alti- 
tude control during fiscal year 1957. However, the CAA program differs from the 
CMP recommendation in that it provides for the utilization of existing traffic 
control centers by the necessary addition of personnel and equipment. 

Senator Monroney. But certainly the transference of the airport 
construction, the Bureau of Public Roads, would require legislation of 
which this committee should be advised, and of which I think the 
whole aviation fraternity should be advised, which may be important 
for this to be announced. 

Three-dimensional control of air traffic is a rather revolutionary 
concept advocated by the Cresap, McCormack & Paget and is so 
novel as to require the attention of this committee and publicity at- 
tendant to it to try to keep this a secret. 

No one involved in air navigation knew about it until it becomes 
frozen fact from the Departme nt of Commerce or the now Adminis 
trator of Civil Aeronautics would certainly create a number of shocl 
waves in the aviation fraternity. 

Senator ScHorrreL. Now wait a minute, Mr. Chairman. Let’s get 
this matter straight on the record. Here is a report that is paid for 
by some $112,000, minus or plus. I don’t know what it is. The report 
is before us. It isin the record, subject to the conditions under a 
it has been presented. 

Do we understand that these management survey reports are made 
and are then left to the evaluation and the determination of, if it is 
a private organiz: ition or if i t is a governmental organization or gov- 
ernme ntal department, stric tly to that department? There has been 
no hint around here, and quite the contrary, the testimony of Mr. 
Rothschild is to the effect that there was nothing remotely suggestive 
of that change being made to any highway or any department. 

Now, I just don’t like this inference that if this is going to be moved 
over to the highway departinent that it would cause a lot of shock 
waves. Certainly it would. The Secretary here has testified that 
he didn’t even evaluate it in that respect and isn’t even going to con- 
sider it 

I want the record to show that this is a report for evaluation and 
for study and for some consideration, and if I am in error, you correct 
me. That may be a lot of rubbish as far as the actual implementation 
of it is concerned. 

Am I right or wrong? 

Mr. Roruscuitp. You are exactly right, Senator Schoeppel. In 
my own business, again, if I might ‘refer to that, we once brought 
management survey and did not implement one single rec ommenda- 
tion which was contained therein. 

Senator Monroney. But we have the letter stating that no portion 
of the survey has been formally and finally ab: indoned. T hroughout 
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the letter it is a continuing opportunity to study, evaluate and refer 
to the survey without inevitable prejudgment and controversy which 
would be attendant upon its release. 

Now, this was supposed to be a management survey. With that [ 
have no quarrel. But when they depart from management and get 
nto the technical fields of which there has been no evidence of their 
competence, then I think it is a proper matter for our study, to know 
what 1s going on. 

If it is still undergoing continuing study and no portions have been 
genni ie then we simply -annot overlook that this highly secret 

ort is still there and still a threat over aviation. ‘That is one pur- 
a se of the release of this report, so the public may at least make up its 
mind whether it wants that or whether it is prepared to let the Con- 
vress take the responsibility that we have on which rests the Federal 
airport division. 

lt is not a management survey report when it invades the very 
foundations of aviation. 

Senator Scuorrren. Well, all I can say to that is this: As the Secre- 

has testified before the chairman and this subcommittee, obv iously 

re are certain things suggested in that report. I haven’t read it all, 

ok I cannot waste my time to read 6,000 or 10,000 pages of every- 
thing. That is somebody else’s responsibility. 

But Tam smart enough to know that if this committee is going into 
ige-by-page detail of that, we had better close up shop in a lot of 
committees we are on and get down to this and spend the rest of 
entire year on it. 

furthermore, I want to say this: I am sure that if the Commerce 
Department, or any department, looking to an evaluation of a report, 
is going to make some changes they have to come before the Congress 
in their appropriate and proper way which is by legislation imple- 
menting certain suggestions if they do not have the law on their side 
or the responsibility under some law to get it done administratively. 

I do not think that the Commerce Department under the reorganiza- 
tion pli an or under the present administration would any more do 
that i han they did under Franklin Roosevelt or Harry Truman. I 
just don’t believe the functions of the Government agencies have gone 

e that far afield yet. 
‘are going into it. It is in its inception here. So I want to get 
ecord straight. I am not going to impugn any department 1m- 
plementing something in a survey that they, in logic and good busi- 
ness approach, would evaluate it—that is the only value it has—evalu- 
ation—and then by proper implementation to come before the Con- 
gress and ask for implementation and justify that. 

So there isn’t any reason to hold up here a bugaboo about a great 
secrecy and they will slip something in overnight. I just don’t be- 
lieve that is the way we approach things around here. 

Sen: hator Monroney. Let me say I am as much concerned as my col- 
league on protecting the functions of Congress, but when we have this 
agency hired without competitive negotiation with other management 
firms, chosen by the high command of the Commerce Depa rtment, and 
approved, apparently, “by the Secretary of Commerce, and why they 
were chosen I don’t yet know. 
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But they were the favorite ones of all the management people that 
were available. They made a report for which we paid $113,000 of 
public money. This report has been carefully withheld from public 
information until this committee insisted upon its release, and we 
had the cooperation, over protest, of the Department of Commerce 
on this. 

Now, we are not trying to select, in this interrogation, any obscure 
portions of this report. The report highlights as one of the important 
suggestions, of five suggestions, the progr’ am that will turn the effec- 
tive control of airport programing over to the Bureau of Public 
Roads, and I certainly am not ne aiden to find some obscure por- 
tion of the report where it mentions this matter. 

Senator Scuoerrer. This hasnt been the only report by the Com 
merce Department. I understand under Mr. Sawyer there was some 
kind of a management report. 

Senator Monronery. That dealt with management. 

Senator Scuorrre.. I didn’t understand that that was thrown out 
to the public, and the committees of the Congress to evaluate. So ] 
just merely want the record to show that this isn’t anything unusual. 
What if we investigated all the departments of Government, which 
[ think is the function of governmental operations committee al- 
though it can be the functions of this committee as it pertains to 
aviation and other related matiers. If we are voing to go cr: ageing al] 
these things in, let’s get the record straight on one thing: This has 
not been one particular report that has never been done heretofore, 
but it has been pursued or employed in this Commerce Department 
under prev ious administrations. 

Senator Monronry. Well, this contains recommendations the like 
of which has never been heard of, and which bear no relationship to 
the management functions to which previous reports of other manage- 
ment concerns have limited themselves. 

Senator Scuorprenr. That, I don’t know, but I still go back to the 
fundamental approach which has been testified to here and shows 
very definitely by the letter of transmittal which I think is eminently 
fair. that it is an evaluation proposition, and submitted for that pur- 
pose only. 

x eo there are a lot of virtuous things in it. I suppose there 
are a lot of impractical phases of it, and certainly no department is 
coing to go out here without proper and due safeguards and imple- 
ment these things. 

[ am going to give the departments—I don’t care under what ad- 
ministration—credit for approaching things in at least a fair manner. 

Senator Monroney. But out of five highlighted points on sum- 
mary, the fifth is the change in internal organization which is within 
the competence of this organization that made the report. 

The rest of them all deal with basic changes in our present aviation 
operations and air safety and strike at the very fundamentals, and 
yet we have the statement from the Under Secretary that no portions 
of this survey have been formally and finally abandoned. 

Now, the distinguished Under Secretary says that he thinks the 
transferrence of airports to the Bureau of Public Roads would be 
bad organization. We are glad to hear that. I want to move on, 
unless there is something else on this 
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Mr. Roruscuitp. May I make a statement at this point, Mr. Chair- 
man ¢ 

Senator Monroney. Please do, yes. 

Mr. Roruscuitp. Perhaps this will serve to clarify some part of 
this. This study was obtained under authority contained in title 3, 
section 303, Public Law 195, the Department of State, Justice, and 
Commerce Appropriations Acts, 1954, and the total cost was $113,- 
147.50. 

Now, beyond that, in the area in which you have raised a poimt as 
to whether or not Cresap, McCormack, and Paget had competence to 
make recommendations—and I would have no opinion on this—except 
to say to you that their opinion, as I understand it in these fields in 
which you seem to have some doubt—their opinion was gained after 
many and long and frequent discussions and conversations with the 
technical personnel from CAA itself. 

After talking to many of them, their recommendations must have 
ieflected to large extent and degree the thinking of the long-time and 
competent people who have furnished the CAA for these many years 

ith their competence as technicians. 

" Salaieee Monroney. Would you not think it strange that the Ad- 
ministrator of CAA was not brought in at least for some conferences 
on this matter or interviewed by these people, and at least some of these 
ideas which seem so revolutionary, at least discussed with him? 

Ile was representing at that time under an appointment of this Ad- 
ministration, the titular head at least of the subsidiary agency of 
CAA, 

Mr. Roruscniip. Are you suggesting that the CMP people had no 
conversations with him? If you are, sir, I would have no opinion on 
that, because I don’t know. 

Senator Monronry. You would think if they had no conversations 
with him it would have been rather incomplete and a weak approach 
to « matter dealing with the technical parts of air traffic control and 
operations of the airport branch of CAA and airport safety, would 
vou not ¢ 

Now, I am not saying that they should have even talked to him 
about management features, because perhaps they might want to go 
around him to see if there is anything they can find out that might 
cause resistance of some administrator to losing personnel. 

But certainly I think that you would agree, would you not, that if 
they failed to talk to the Administrator on these technical points, 
they were rather derelict in their management survey / 

Mr. Roruscuitp. Well, I don’t agree with that, Mr. Chairman, and 
I will try to tell you why I don’t. 

Senator Monronry. Good. I would like to have the reasons for 
missing it. 

Mr. Rornscnitp. If I understood you correctly, I believe you had 
reference to technical subjects, and I don’t see the then Administrator 
as a technician. 

His record, as introduced into the testimony here, indicates that he 
isa lawyer, and I would—if I were a member of the CMP team looking 
for some suggestions on communications technicalities, I believe T 
would go to people who had perhaps more intimate knowledge of it 
than a law yer might be presumed to have gotten, 
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Senator Monroney. Did you look on Mr. Lee as a lawyer? 

Mr. Roruscutip. That is the way I read the record, sir. I believe 
that is what his education states. 

Senator Monronry. I would suggest that you read the opening of 
his testimony where, for 5 years, he was with the United States 
Navy in 1 perfecting most of their instrument flying techniques, and 
that you would further read the record to his dedication as a techni- 
cian, a Republican under a Democratic Administration working his 
way up to Deputy Administrator because of his technical knowledge. 

if you regard Mr. Lee as a lawyer and not as a technician on avia- 
tion. perhaps we have found the secret of why Mr. Lee’s services 
were dispensed with. 

Mr. Roruscutirp. Well, the job, as I understand it, Mr. Chairman, 
s that of an. administrator. I don’t believe that a technician was 
equired on that kind of job. 

Senator MonroneY. It wouldn’t hurt, would it? 

Mr. Rorriscn mp. It would be wonderful. If you could find a 

ian with the mentality, the scientific background of an Einstein and 
ies of a top administrator, that would be the most wonderful 


the abilit 
here, but we don’t know where to find him. 


thine we can have in ft 


Senator Monroney. That is right. We take a former chief of 
police and liquor commissioner, and we replace an atttorney, Mr 
Fred Lee, with a new appointee, 

Now, Tani not beginning to question the replacement. T am merely 


mentioning, since this came into the conversation, that Mir. Lee was 
looked upon as a lawyer, misplaced 1 ars air and flying blind, and 
then I just think this has reached : saad where the proof for this 
new bill is obvious. 

That is only my opinion. I don’t know how the other committee 
members would feel, but certainly anyone in charge of CAA, even 
if he were a lawyer, would be expected to be consulted, I would think. 
on these technical changes. 

If you don’t think it was necessary, that is your opinion. 

Mr. Roruscum. I don’t believe T said that, Mr. Chairman. 1 
said that T had no knowledge of my own as to whether or not he had 
been consulted. 

Senator Monronry. Now, going back to this three-dimensional con- 
tro}, can oe tell me whether you said vou didn’t like the Bureau 
yf Public Roads, the Airport Section—can you tell me what you think 
of the fieas wiper air control ? 

You mentioned it in your letter as being important because you 
alre: 2g had some low-altitude control in point 5. 

RorusciiLp. Without direct reference to your question, Mr. 
Ch: ca an, it seems to me that as the art of flying advances—and we 

‘an surely look for more advances in the future than we have had to 
dh ite—that various operating procedures will have to be modified as 
conditions demand, just as they have been in other areas of trans- 
portation. 

This, again, is under continuing evaluation. I, for one, have no 
opinion as of now on the extent to which the particular operation to 
which you refer should be installed. 

Senator Monroney. Briefly, the second recommendation—and 
must have been important because it was placed pretty high up— 
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had to do with air traffic control techniques used by CAA and recom- 
mends a fundamental change in the basic concept by which CAA 
controls air traffic under instrument flight rules. 

Briefly, traffic on flights under 100 miles would be held to low levels 
of flight; traffic between 100 and 400 miles would be held at minimum 
levels of flight, and traffic over 400 miles would be held to high levels 
of flight. 

Now, could you tell us how that could work out, because it always 
seems to me that planes had to come up from an airport and finally 
had to come down, and that all three of these divisions of traffic would, 
at the very critical points in flight, be merging. 

Mr. Roruscumo. As I said just previously, I have no opinion on 
that as of now. That is under continuing evalution, and some parts 
of it may have some competence and some parts probably won’t have, 

nd it seems to me that like any other recommendation made on a 

inagement-survey basis, we would be relying on those technicians 

who have had long experience as to whether or not to implement any 
art or all of this proposal. 

Senator Monronry. They might talk to the CAA Administrator 
before they were activated, might they not 

Mr. Roruscump. They might have, and a ips they did. I don’t 
know whether they did or didn’t. 

Senator Monroney. But you, of course, are aware that weather has 

vreat importance on the level of flight under conditions planes will 
seek the most advantageous weather and level to fly, regardless of 
whether they are flying at 100 miles or whether they are ‘flying at a 
00-mile speed. 

Mv. Roruscuimp. Depending on the weather conditions and the type 
of equipment; yes, sir. 

Senator Monronry. And the jet, even though it was going 400 
miles per hour would have to get up to the top altitude to be an 
offic jient operation; that you could no more confine a jet going 100 
miles per hour to a low level flight or even to the intermediate “level 
flight without very serious operational problems. 

Mr. Roruscuitp. I don’t believe it is contemplated that much jet 
fly! ug will be done over short distances, Mr. Chairman. 

nator Monronry. Well, I hardly agree, because this controls 
milit ary and civilian, and on a number of airports where Air National 
Guards and Reserve units are now flying jets, they are up for only a 
very short period of time, and if they are confined to the low-level 
flight, they are going to bump into an awful lot of private pilots and 
even executive planes and other dangers. 

[t seems to me that this C. M. and P. report has managed to scramble 
the air traffic picture in a way that Rube Goldberg could never dream 
of doing. 

Mr. Rorascump. May I remind you, sir, that only those parts of it 
which are contained in this letter have been implemented to date. 

Senator Monroney. We would like to have for later release, if we 
might—and I am sure you would have no objections to it—Mr. Lee’s 
comments on the report when finally received. We have not yet re- 
ceived those. It was called an interdepartmental matter which we 
should not have. 

May we expect those ? 
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Mr. Roruscuip. That is in response to your most recent letter, | 
presume. 

Senator Monroney. I thought we had asked for it on all of them, 
but it might be that the staff did not do so, but we would like to have 
them at this time: I mean, at the earliest convenient time for you. 

Mr. Roruscuitp. Well, Mr. Chairman, I have been away for a few 
days and I only got back a few days ago, and your letter is under 
study right now, and we shall be answering it just as soon as possible. 

Senator Monroney. You see no objections, now that Mr. Lee is out 
of Civil Aeronautics, and to no longer be controlling the people to the 
release of that; do you’ 

Mr. Roruscuitp. Release of what, sir / 

Senator Monroney. Of Mr. Lee’s comments on the C. M. and P. 
report as to the various technical phi ses of it? 

Mr. Roruscuitp. That is what we are presently considering, Mr. 
Chairman. 

Senator Monroney. It has not been determined vet ‘ 

Mr. Roruscuip. That is right. 

Senator Monroney. I see, and you would not like to comment fur 
ther, now, on this rather revolutionary concept of flight control ? 

Since several places in your letter to us you mention the matter « 
remoting—point No. 2—the CAA has commenced a pilot project ¢ to 
evaluate the feasibility of remoting aeronautics communication stations 
plans for completing ey aluation ear ly next vear. 

Communications are being combined with towers where practicable 
as rapidly as possible. Now, if | remember correctly, the report shows 
an elimination of three-fifths of these ground-to-air communication 
stations. These are the ones that we mentioned earlier that you said 
Mr. Lee had advocated discontinuing, and I said I thought he had 
resisted the interstate airways communication stations. They have 
recommended—and this is the first point in their survey—so I assure 
you, Senator Schoeppel, it is not » remote part or obscure part of the 
recommendations that 304 of the present 548 separate operation 
facilities of the CAA within the continental United States would be 
changed to either eliminated or remote. Now, tell us how that works? 

Mr. Roruscuitp, Perhaps this would be the point at which to point 
out, Mr. Chairman, that in the 1956 appropriations hearings, the House 
cut the requests for air navigational operation by about $314 million 
and, to absorb that cut, the then Administrator, on his own, made a 
determination that he could absorb that reduction by closing 30 or 31 
of the INSAC stations and by also closing half of the inter mediate 
fields and airway beacons. 

Senator Monroney. He had to do that because of the reduced ap- 
propriations; did he not? 

Mr. Roruscum. He had to do that because the House Committee on 
Appropriations 

Senator Monroney. What year isthat? 

Mr. Rornuscum. 1956. 

Senator Monrongy. That is in fiscal 1956, in which his operations 
were cut by $600,000: his navigational facilities were dropped froma 
budget recommendation, incidentally, which was for $2: > million, down 
to $16 million. So it was a reduction of $7 million in that depa urtment. 
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Mr. Rotusciip. The $314 million to which I am referring is the 
operations part of that budget. 

Senator Monroney. All right, sir. So it wasn’t voluntary. It was 

matter of doing the most with what you have to do with. 

Mr. Roruscia. It was at the direction of the Congress. 

Senator Moyronry. But this is not at the direction of the Congress. 
In fact, Congress has no knowledge of it. 

The report of the Senate seems to read to me that they are objecting 

» this dropping of these vital air-navigation aids, and yet this report 
recommends that 304 out of 558 be not only discontinued, but remoted. 
Now, tell us what remoted means. 

Mr. Roruscuicp. As I understand it, remoting means that you handle 

ore than one of these stations with the same crew which might be 

ated some distance from the receiving and sending station. 

Senator Monroney. Is that right? In other words, a plane flying, 

will say, into Washington, that perhaps—I am just using this 
ypothetical case—would have had a man on the ground employed by 

\A under civil service drawing, perhaps, $4,000 a year. 

plane passing over there would call that communication station 
it was operative and would get the local weather, would get the 
rometric reading, would get the general conditions of air currents, 

( would dispense those ul certain periods of time to all planes in 

cur. 
remoting vou take away this $4,000- or 35,000-a-year man who 
s yenerally an all-round man on weather and on communications, and 
intly = knowledge of aviation, and he is remoted out of business, 

d the burden comes to the control tower at Washington or some 

rby scion in spot about 100 miles away. 
that a correct statement ? 

Mr Roruscuitp. Well, this is in the general pattern of attempting 
to operate a more efficient organization, and if 1 ian is capable of 

perating more than 1 communication facility—and we have previ- 
usly had 1 man operating only one—I see no reason why he shouldn’t 
be used to his full capabilities. 

Senator eee But under this system, it wouldn’t be 1 man 
operating more than 1, but with three-fifths of them gone he will be 
operating about 3 sites as many as he did before under this C resap, 
McCormack & Paget report which is still undergoing very serious 
consideration. 

Roruscuitp. Well, again, | am not saying that that will or 
will not be done, but we are a great nation, and we continue to make 
vast technological improvements year by year, and if, by reason of the 
use of better and more modern and faster equipment we can use one 
person to a greater extent than we have previously been doing it, I 
think that would be highly acceptable to the majority of the taxpayers. 

Senator Monronry. Would the man 100 miles distant from the 
station once having a rather knowledgeable aviation expert on the 
ground giving the local we: ither—would it be possible to give the 
weather over this 100-mile-distant point in which the plane was imme- 
diately to encounter, while it might save dollars, would it be as accu- 
rate weather from this 100-mile-distant point as from the man on the 
ground giving it ? 





274 STUDY OF CIVIL AERONAUTICS ADMINISTRATION 


Mr. RoruscuiLp. I am sure that Mr. Lee would not have considered 
these remoting possibilities—and they have not been lately developed, 
but were developed some time ago—had he not felt that the informa 
tion which would subsequently have been available to the users of the 
airspace, had he not felt that that information was competent. 

Senator Monroney. Well, now, I think we are talking about two 
things: One, the remoting from 100 miles off for through traffic get- 
ting into the approach pattern of overcrowded airports. No one can 
quarrel with a plan being remoted from 100 miles distant into the 
Washington Airport if Washington is its destination, because the 
air-traffic congestion is so intense over metropolitan airports that the 
control tower must have knowledge of planes coming into New York. 
with New York or Washington or Chicago as its destination, and | 
certainly would praise Mr. Lee for that remoting. 

But the remoting that T understand—and I am certain there is not 
enough remote necessary for central traflic over major airports to 
warrant closing 304 out of 548 of these rural stations. 

Mr. Rornscuitp. May I again remind you, sir, that that is only in 
the nature of a recommendation; that it 1s under continuing evalua 
tion, and no part of it may ever be implemented. 

Senator Monroney. But it would seem to me that to discontinue the 
personnel, the man on the ground, or all of the planes save those 
airliners which have strong radios and which must get into the flight 
pattern of letting down from 20,000 or 30,000 feet, that you are going 
to suffer a tremendous loss in air safety as well as losing men who have 
consistently saved lives month after month in the fact that they can 
talk to a man that is lost in the fog with his radio partly gone or in 
trouble there on the ground. 

[t would seem to me that to save $4,000 or $5,000 on this man’s time 
would be to endanger our air safety and would be a step backward. 

Certainly any firm recommending such a program as this before 
they made that their No. 1 recommendation would have felt called 
upon to discuss it with the Administrator of Civil Aeronautics. 

Mr. Rorusciuutp. Well, I take it that you are attempting to indicate 
a lack of competence on the part of Cresap, McCormack & Paget, and 
I have no opinion on that. 

Senator Monroney. Well, it is not just a lack of competence, because 
it is a lack of choice in a way. I mentioned this $4,000- or $5,000-a- 
year man who is sitting there trying to render this service so essential 
to aviation. 

But when we remote this, does it not require a 24-hour released 
A. T. & T. wire to take this call from this 100-mile-distant point in the 
centrol control tower under the Cresap, McCormack & Paget report! 

Mr. Roruscuip. Certainly it would require some form of connec- 
tion. 

Senator Monroney. So if you are going to have the same service, 
then we must have 304 connections, 24-hour leased wire, from a central 
control point to the station which is being remoted, plus the expense of 
the highly technical and delicate instruments to remote that radio 
call, however weak, of an airport over this station that has been 
remoted. 

I would like to know if we can—TI don’t think the report has given 
us any statistical background that is sufficient to know—whether we 
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are saving a thin dime or not when we are turning over the task of an 
experienced airman on the ground to the A. T. & T. 

Mr. Roruscuiwp. I don’t think you quite state it fairly, Mr. Chair- 
man. The A. T. & T., if used, or any other organization owning land- 
lines, would simply be in the business of leasing whatever facilities 
were necessary and would not be operating any part thereof. 

Senator Monronry. But the lease of 24 hours a day would not be 
an inconsiderable amount of revenue on 304 stations that were thus 
being remoted, and the lease on the remoting equipment which I pre- 
sume you would not buy would also be a considerable matter of in- 
vestment and return tothe A. T. & T., would it not? 

Mr. Roruscuitp. Well, I know that A. T. & T. as a company oper- 
ating facilities for rental would be expected by its shareholders to get 
a sufficient amount for the rental of those to protect the investment 
of people in that company. And I would find no fault with that as 

corporate policy. 

Senator Monroney. It would seem to me that it is going to ap- 
proach, if not exceed, the cost of these airmen that would be there. 
The A. T. & T. thing, since this Cresap, McCormack & Paget firm 
was not hired by CAA, and since Mr. Lee, as Administrator of CAA, 
had previously surveyed many overtures of A. T. & T. for taking over 
the TWX systems, and had turned them down after careful investi- 
gation of relative costs, had approached the matter of this not through 
a firm hired by CAA, but by a firm hired by Commerce. 

Mr. Roruscutitp. Mr. Chairman, it seems self-evident to me that 
if the Appropriations Comittee of the House take your operating 
funds and reduce them by X dollars, that no one would be so stupid 
or so unthinking as to come up with a recommendation which would 
cost more rather than less money. 

Senator Monroney. Well, we hope not. But sometimes those things 
do happen. And that was why I think it is so important to bring this 
out. We are concerned also with the matter of A. T. & T. which had 
heen turned down repeatedly by Mr. Lee on trying to acquire the do- 
mestic communications facilities through taking over a $614 million 
at original cost of TWX equipment now operational in every CAA 
installation, and turning that over to A. T. & T., and then leasing 
back TWX equipment for A. T. & T. 

[t is rather a subject of proper inquiry why the approach this time 
and negotiations are still in progress—for the turning over of these 
domestic communications to A. T. & T, are all conducted at the Com- 
merce level and not with Mr. Lee. 

Mr. Rornscnitp. There are no negotions in progress, Mr. Chair- 
man. 

Senator Monroney. You mean it has been dropped / 

Mr. Roruscuivp. I made a statement to you, sir: There are no 
negotiations in progress. 

Senator Monroney. Well, I am very glad to hear that, because 
this matter has been surveyed a number of times. And certainly the 
matter is of proper inquiry to this committee. 

The matter of the remoting, I take it, still is active, as you have 
mentioned, and that no portions of the survey have been formally 
or finally abandoned. And in your point 4, you say : X 




































































































































































Present plans call for completing the evaluation early next year of this remot- 
ing. Communication stations are being combined with towers where practicable 
as rapidly as possible. 
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So that part is still undergoing active evaluation according to your 
letter. 

Mr. Roruscuip. Yes, sir. 

Senator Monronry. Now, on point 6, the matter deals with air 
safety, inspection of aircraft and the engineering, and approval of 
new model aircraft. 

Mr. Rornuscnivtp. Yes, sir. And I am certainly glad you brought 
that up, because you will note that that has been transmitted to the 
Congress for its evaluation. 

Senator Monroney. Yes. That is a part of the recommendations. 
However, there are several other recommendations that virtually 
strip, do they not, the CAA from the field of air safety—in point 3 
of their sumary, for instance. 

Mr. Roruscuiip. This again comes about as a result of having had 
many discussions with the long time career personnel of technical 
competence within the CAA and canis reflect in large measure the 
thinking of those people who have had many years in which to con 
sider such recommendations. 

Senator Monroney. [ do know that there have been some steps 
made in the highly competent companies that have pioneered jets and 
super airliners to turn over certain engineering phases of approval 
because of impossibility of Government to duplicate within its budget 
a rechecking of these planes. But it is still necessary, is it not, for 
the CAA to have quite a staff and quite an operation in the final 
certification of the airworthiness of any new model plane? 

Mr. Roruscutiy. We have such a staff, and I consider it to be a staff 
of tremendous competence, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Monronry. I think it is. 

jut Tam worried that the safety facilities go far beyond the legisla- 
tion which has been proposed, and that is reeommended by the Cresap, 
McCormack and Paget report. 

Mr. Roruscuiiy. That would indicate to me, sir, that an evaluation 
in that area had been made, and that those parts of that report which 
are not contained in the proposed legislation are not being considered 
at this time. 

Senator Monronry. CAA, you say in point 7, is coordinating the 
recommendation to ise ontinue its practice of accepting commercial 
messages for transmission over teletype facilities with the Federal 
Communications system. 

I didn’t know they ever handled commercial messages. 

Mr. Roruscuitp. With the Federal Communications Commission, 
sir. 

Senator Monroney. But I didn’t know that they ever handled 
commercial messages. I thought what they had stopped was the pilot 
calling in and cluttering up the control towers asking them to call 
their wives and tell them that they will be home for dinner and to 
have a steak that night, or something. 

I knew they had cut. that out about a year ago, but I didn’t know that 
they ever handled commercial messages for transmission. 

Mr..Roruscuinp. As you indicated, there was a cluttering up of the 
teletype circuits. And that is now being discussed with the Fed- 
eral. Communications Commission and other governmental bodies 
and new procedures will be developed as a result of these negotiations. 
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Senator Monronry. Now, on point No. 8, you say the position of 
Deputy Administrator has been established. 

Mr. Roruscuinp. Yes, sir. 

Senator Monronry. We had a reorganization 2 or 3 years ago 
when Mr. Lee came in, one aiaok he did himself, to abolish the 
position of Deputy Administrator and put in its place three technical 
men who were Assistant Administrators. So, now we have seen 
created a Deputy Administrator, and the Deputy Administrator has 
been promoted to the Administrator. Now, who is the Deputy Ad- 
ministrator at this point ? 

Mr. Roruscuitp. At the present time the position is not filled, sir. 

Senator Monronry. Are you looking for someone; or now that you 
have the former Deputy Administrator as the Administrator, will that 
position be allowed to remain vacant 

It was a super-civil-service grade that was created for this very 
necessary post, a post which the Department said was very necessary— 
that is, the Commerce Department, not the CAA. 

Mr. Roruscuitp. We have under consideration at the present time 
the names of several persons who appear to be eminently qualified for 
this post. And we intend to continue this post. And it seems strange 
to us that in a previous i icon the man who had been Deputy 

Administrator, as soon as he became Administrator, abolish the for- 
mer post, thereby indicating perhaps that his evaluation of the need 
for that post had changed as his position had changed. 

Senator Monronry. Well, he had become in a position of authority 
s Administrator, and certainly knew enough about the job of Deputy 
to know where by setting up three Assistant Administrators who were 
already in the Department to assume a part of that burden that he 
felt at least money could be saved by abolishing the post. 

Was he ever consulted about the re-creation of the Deputy’s post ? 

Mr. Roruscnip. I think the record will show that we discussed 
this at the previous hearing, Mr. Chairman, and he was consulted and 
resisted the creation of that post. 

Senator Monronry. He felt as Administrator that he could operate 
efficiently and effectively ? 

Mr. Roruscuip. And we did not agree with him. 

Senator Monroney. And that during the course of the deputy’s 
service until he became Administrator, he did not work in the Admin- 
istrator’s office or under his control; is that correct ? 

Mr. Roruscuitp. That is not correct, no, sir. 

Senator Monroney. We have testimony under oath that at all times 
after his appointment, he was under the control and on assignment 
on-aviation matters important to your office. 

Mr. Roruscump. He was, as the job specification would indicate, 
the Deputy to the Administrator and subject to the orders of the 
Administrator as was any other employee of the CAA. He did have 
some special assignments from the Department, but I believe he had 
few, if any, from ‘the then Administrator. 

Senator Monroney. My understanding was that he was available 
not to the Administrator, but that perhaps that was just merely an 
organizational matter. But one of the things I think our testimony 
revealed was that you had him make a survey of the Washington 
National Airport and its personnel. 
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Mr. Roruscump. Yes, sir. 
Senator Monroney. And during the course of this he did come up 
with elimination of three jobs, among others perhaps. But he came 
up with three jobs of night supervisors for the Washington Airport. 

Mr. Roruscuitp. The Deputy Administrator had a successful record 
as an airport operator. And in the light of that record we thought 
this his advice on the operation of the Washington National Airport 
would be illuminating. 

Senator Monronry. And you approved, did you, leaving the duties 
of the director of the Washington Airport, who would presume to work 
about a 40-hour week and would be presumed to leave after 5 o’clock, 
the job of assuming those functions completely without a deputy or 
night supervisor ? 

Mr. Rornsciip. May | point out that any changes which were made 
as a result of that survey were made by the then Administrator and 
by the director of the airport without any influence or consultation 
or interference. 

Senator Monroney. You do not have to have much interference if 
playing on the team requires the complete observance of recommen- 
dations from certain places. 

I mean we have already had testimony that Mr. Lee was repri- 
manded for even his testimony before this committee on the Federal 
aid to airports bill. If the CAA is going to be under the complete 
control of Commerce, it is rather essential that they support whatever 
policy comes down from Commerce, is it not ? 

Mr. Roruscuimp. I would think that the operation of any team 
would require enough cooperation on the part of all members of that 
team to assure that the programs and policies as mutually agreed upon 
were capable of being carried out, yes, sir. 

Senator Monronry. On the ninth one, I find it hard to challenge you. 
The plans for the consolidation of the regional warehouses at a central 
and economical location in Oklahoma have been virtually executed. 

I did not find the Oklahoma commercial in the Paget report; but 
[ will look again and have a new estimation at least of part of their 
ability. I do think that wherever it would be located, the getting of 
tens of millions of dollars worth of fine electronic equipment in fire- 
proof houses instead of World War ITI barracks would be very ad- 
vantageous to protecting the property. 

Mr. Roruscnitp. We would agree with you that the warehousing 
facilities were not as good as they should have been. And that is why 
we moved along with this. 

Senator Monroney. And it was on a lease basis, I believe, in which 
the city would build the building on the airport and it would be leased 
at_so much per year to the CAA over a 5-year period. 

Senator Scuorrret. Were those let out on competitive bids? 

Mr. Rornuscuip. I believe not, sir. 

Senator Monroney. The hour is now 12:25. You have been very 
patient. And Iam afraid we will have to recess again, and we will try 
to negotiate with you as to the most propitious and advantageous time 
to resume in the light of other committee hearings scheduled before us. 

The committee will stand in recess until further call of the Chair. 

(Whereupon, at 12:25 p. m., the subcommittee adjourned, subject 
to the call of the Chair.) 
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MONDAY, FEBRUARY 20, 1956 


Unirep States SENATE, 
ComMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND Foreign Commerce, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON AVIATION, 
Washington D.C. 
ae ie subcommittee met, pursuant to call, at 10 a. m., In room 457, 
ate Office Building , W ashington, D. C., Senator A. S. Mike Mon- 
roney, chairman of the sube ommittee, presiding. 
Present: Senators Monroney, Schoeppel and Payne. 
Senator Monronry. This meeting will please come to order. 
[he Subcommittee on Aviation will resume its session. 
The record will show that the Under Secretary is testifying and as a 
result of the recess last week is still under oath. 
id you have anything you wished to open the session with, Mr. 
Rothsehild ? 
Ir. Roruscutiy. [ have no statement, Mr. Chairman. 


Senator Monronry. We want to go into the matter of the Washing- 
ton National Airport because, as you will recall, when you were before 
us during the latter part of July, the committee unanimously urged 
the construction of a new airport. Reading from the report: 


The committee is of the opinion that the construction of a new airport for the 
National Capital is imperative and plans for construction should begin immedi- 
ately. All testimony received by the subcommittee supports this conclusion, 1n- 
cluding that of the Under Secretary for Transportation. 

Washington is unique among the major metropolitan areas of the country in 
not having built or having under construction a second airport. 


Further, we said that: 


The committee is of the opinion that the development and financing of airport 
facilities for the Nation’s Capital is primarily a Federal responsibility. 

Further, 

It is the opinion of most members of the committee that the Secretary fails to 
recognize that Washington would not be the third busiest passenger terminal if 
it were not for the site of the Federal Government, with tremendous air traffic 


demands created by those who must deal with the Government or are associated 
with it. The Government is the dominant industry in the Washington area. 


Further, 


The committee believes that the formation of such an airport authority, as 
suggested by— 


{ am interpolating—by the Tristate Authority as suggested by the 
Secretary of Commerce— 


The committee believes that the formation of such an airport authority would 
require at least 5 years and many difficulties. 
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Senator Payne, a member of the subcommittee, pointed out that the trend to 
operate the compact local facilities in the Washington area showed that the 
Virginia Legislature would undoubtedly require extended time before it could 
enter into any such multigovernmental authority. The committee is of the 
opinion that the advisability of forming a multigovernment airport authority or 
Federal Government corporation should not delay the construction urgently 
needed of an additional airport for the Nation’s Capital. 

It would take more than 5 years after the appropriation of funds to complete 
a new airport suitable for heavy modern transports. Even under construction, 
3 or 4 years will elapse before the first airplane can land and take off. 

The act of 1950 authorizes and directs the Secretary of Commerce to select a 
site and proceed and build an airport for the Nation’s Capital. There are no 
funds available to do so, but this is because no funds were included in the re 













quest: that was as of last year. 

Mr. Secretary, I would like to ask what has been done to implement 
this report which was unanimously adopted by the Committee on 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce on January 29, 1955. 










FURTHER TESTIMONY OF HON. LOUIS S. ROTHSCHILD, UNDER 
SECRETARY OF COMMERCE FOR TRANSPORTATION, DEPART- 
MENT OF COMMERCE 















Mr. Rornscnitp. Mr. Chairman, there has been furnished to your 
subcommittee and to the whole committee, and to others who are in- 
terested, a further report on a Washington supplementary airport. 
That was done in December of 1955. 

“vag MonroneEy. About the last of December, was it not? 

. Roruscuinp. | don’t see a date on it except just December. 
an in addition to that, there is a report on a Washington supple- 
mentary pes which goes into the economic feasibility of revenue 
financing. Also copies of that have been furnished to your subcom- 
mittee and to the whole committee. 

Senator Monronry. Our records here—I don’t know whether it is 
correct or not—tliere is a notation on our report which shows the date 
of January 3, 1956. 

Mr. Roruscuip. I believe it was delivered to you about that time. 

Senator Monroney. Of course, it has been in the newspapers from 
about the first of December on, but finally the Congress got it about 
January : 

Mr. I raaiaaeca: There was a wide difference between the report as 
reported in the newspapers and that which you received, Mr. Chair- 
man, 

Senator Monroney. I noticed the changes from day to day as the 
newspapers reported it. I hope that the report doesn’t change in any 
way. 

It varied all the way from the use of Burke to the use of Andrews 
Field exclusively, during the several days in the newspaper as the 
reports came out. Nev ertheless, the final report is what we are work- 
ing on. 

Mr. Rornscuup. Yes, sir. There is only one report, in spite of 
newspaper stories. 

Senator Monroney. For the benefit of the committee, would you 
detail the principal features of that report ? 

Mr. Roruscnip. Well, there are two recommendations, as I read 
it, Mr. Chairman. Recommendation No. 1 is that, geographically, the 
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Andrews Airport is the best site for a supplementary airport, but that 
Burke is the best alternate to that, if Andrews proves to be unavailable. 

Senator Monroney. But in the recommendation for Andrews, I 
believe you provide for appropriations for a new runway or you sug- 
gest additional facilities, including fair level runways, high speed 
taxioffs, and other features which would cost about $30 million, as 
opposed to $48,417,654, for the comparable facilities at Burke; is that 
correct t? 

[s that in the report signed by Mr. Weeks? 

Mr. Roruscutmp. Yes, sir. Andrews would require, in round num- 
bers, about $30 million, and Burke about $50 million. 

Senator Monroney. Of course, Burke would be an entirely new air- 
port and would be designed exclusively for civilian instead of inter- 
ixture of military jets : and other military aircraft, would it not? 

Mr. Rorascnimp. Yes, sir. 

Senator Monroney. And you would be using only part of the facili- 
ties, in spite of a $30 million investment, av: ‘ailable at Andrews for 
the solution that you come up with ? 

Mr. Roruscuitp. Well, depending on how extensively the Andrews 
‘jeld will be used by the Air Force, there is an extra capacity for 
civilian use in our judgment which might be very extensive or might 
be modest or might be small. We don’t have the latest projections of 
its use by the Air Force, but our statement says that, geographically, 
Andrews is best and we think we are right on that. 

Senator Monronery. Geographically, you mean for joint use or 

uld it be geographically proper for exclusive use of commercial ¢ 
In other words, I think you have to fit it into the existing pattern. 
Now. if you feel that you can get the Air Force off Andrews, that 
makes a different type of case. If you feel it is going to continue to 
be used jointly, then I think your geographic features must be meas- 
ured by the air traffic congestion now existing over Andrews, as well 
as over Washington National Airport. 

Mr. Roruscnitp. That would affect its capacity, certainly, but it 
would not, in my judgment, effect geography, no matter how it was 
used, Senator. It is where it is, no matter what use is made of it. 

Senator Monroney. Well, that is one thing that is of primary in- 
terest in this conflict between the chairman of the subcommittee and 
the Commerce Department. ‘They are continually talking about geog- 
raphy and we are talking about air space, and again we come into 
conflict on land versus air in this matter. My information is, and I 
think that of our committee staff, is that at the present Andrews, re- 
lated to its air space, is nearing its saturation point. 

Mr. Roruscuiip. Well, I would h: ardly think so, because when we 
were out there on a Sunday—I forget whether it was a week ago yes- 
terday or 2 weeks ago vesterday—the Air Force is building a sub- 
stantial number of buildings to house new units ~~ are moving in 
there, so the air space could not be crowded today, Senator, or they 
would not be doing that. 

Senator Monroney. In the face of this additional use by the mili- 
tary and the new units moving in, is it still desirable to send 60-pas- 
senger transports into a jet field ? 

Mr. Roruscuttp. There is a mixture of traffic on Andrews, as on 
every military base today. Andrews is presently handling all types 
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of traffic represented hy the various types of aircraft handled by the 
Air Force. , 

Senator Monronrey. Why do they use still a substantial portion of 
National Airport for the take-off of generals and admirals to further 
crowd that field, when they do have this available ds at Andrews, 
which is only 17 miles away, and properly located, as you say, geo- 
graphically for 2 second Washington airport 

Mr. Rornscniip. I think that the record will show that, by far, 
the largest part of the passenger transport activity conducted by the 
Air Force arrives and departs at Andrews, rather than Washington 
National Airport. 

Senator Monroney. There is a substantial amount of space devoted 
to inilitary transport facilities at Washington National Airport, is 
there not ¢ 

Mr. RoruscHibp. They have some space there. ves. 

Senator Monronery. Haven't you only recently turned over another 
hangar to them ? 

Mr. Roruscuinp. No, quite tothe contrary. They have given up, or 
are in the process of aiy ing one up by making some additions to that 
smallest hangar out there. 

Senator Monronrey. How much traffic would be relieved of Wash 
ington National if you could get the VIP planes routed into Andrews? 
Have you ever discussed that as one means of relieving the congestion 
that is now existing? 

Mr. Roruscuitp. Yes, we have, and I believe there are some com 
petent reasons why that probably won't be done. 

Senator Monroney. What were they / 

Mr. Rormscni_p. There is unquestionably a greater convenience to 
Washington National than even to Andrews, the next best place and 
for certain highest priority flights, those come into Washington Na- 
tional. 

Senator MoNRONEY. Whiat type would that be. carrying Congress 
men and Senators ? 

Mr. Roruscuinp. I don’t know what that would be. That is a de- 
termination that is made by the Air Force. 

Senator Monroney. Well, if you have no control over the number 
of flights—— 

Mr. Rornuscump. We have the same control we have over civilian 
flights. 

Senator Monroney. [sn’t it a fact that certain civilian flights now 
cannot come into Washington Airport because of the lack of landing 


4 
+ 


time available at convenient traveling periods / 

Mr. Rormscnitp. Under certain weather conditions the capacity of 
any airport is limited, and that would apply with equal force to 
Washington National. 

Senator Monroney. Well, we have had some testimony that. Wash- 
inzton National Airport is not capable of handling all of the flights 
or service that it would like to have come in. or for which there is a 
demand. On page 9 of your own report, it states that Washington 
National Airport has prevented the airlines from scheduling sufficient 
flights to develop the full potential of the airline market in the United 
States. Adequate air coach transportation is lacking between Wash- 
ington and several other important hubs, such as New York. your 
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report points out. These two factors, compared with favorable inter- 

national conditions in the next few years, justify the 12 percent factor 
forecast in keeping with Washington’s air transportation clevelop- 
ment since World War Il and their share of the market. So the 
increasing use by the military does prevent Washington National’s 
full utilization as an airport. 
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Senator MONRONEY. —AIl] mnt 
May 1954, on page 2% of t 
recommendation, it reads: 





Further, looking at civil air policy, 
hat report, regarding the Conmittee’s own 

















However, it is false economy to spend money developing a single airport 
cility for joint use of the military and civilian, if the capacity of the airport 
adjacent air space will become inadequate to meet normal growth and oper 
tion in the foreseeable future. If construction of a new airport is determined 
be more feasible than joint civilian military use of an existing airport, effec- 
use of both airports must be safeguarded by effective coordination between 

e civil and military agencies involved. 








[t would seem to me to indicate that in the suggested use and spend- 

ug of some $30 million for an additional runway 
own Air Coordinating Committee’s report 

igainst the construction of joint facilities. 

Mr. Roruscuitp. I take it that your reference is to airspace there, 
Senator, and if it were possible to handle all of the civil and all of 
the military traffic for the W ashington area in 2 airports, we would 
have less of an airspace problem than we will have if it is necessary 
to have 5 airports. ‘That is another factor in favor of using Andrews 
as against building a new airport. 

Senator Monroney. I don’t quite follow that reasoning. 

Mr. Rorascnitp. Well, as you develop more airports, you block out 

rtain parts of the airspace which are usable only for that airport, 
and if there are only 2 in an area, there is less congestion than if there 
are 5, and the same would go for 4 or 5 or 6. 

Senator Monroney. In other words, we 
airports ¢ 


Mr. Roruscuiip. If it is possible to get the amount of traffic that 
wants to come in and out on fewer airports, your airs space problem 
diminishes. 

Senator Monroney. In other words, it would be safer because jets 
come in faster to use 2 than it would to use 3? 

Mr. Roruscnitp. Your airspace problem is diminished, yes, sir. 

Senator Monronery. Wouldn’t you have another air traffic pattern 
if you had a third airport that would be removed from the air con- 
gestion over the two. Then you would have three air traffic patterns 
for your landing. 

Mr. Roruscnitp. But they have to cross to go from one to another, 
and there is an intermingling of the traffic from one airport to another. 

Senator Monronry. That isa new theory on airspace. 

Mr. Roruscutip. I don’t believe it is new, sir. 
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Senator Monroney. I must admit, as a groundling, that I can’t 
quite analyze that you would have greater safety with a fewer num- 
Sule of airports, even though those fewer airports are handling the 
same number of landings and take-offs. 
Mr. Roruscuipy. Perhaps we could develop some information along 


that line for you, sir. 
(Information subsequently submitted by Commerce Department :) 














DEVELOPMENT OF INFORMATION BY CAA ON THE AIR TRAFFIC PROBLEM OF 2 
VERSUS 3 MAJOR AIRPORTS OPERATING IN CLOSE PROXIMITY 












Each airport used for instrument flight operations requires considerable sur 
rounding airspace to accommodate an instrument approach procedure, holding 
pattern airspace, and airspace to accomplish radar vectoring and transition to 
and from en route navigational aids. The location of a second airport in close 
proximity will normally create airspace problems, due to its airspace require 
ment overlapping the airspace on by the first airport. Consequently, the 
capacity of the first air} ort is ntti ‘dd. The location of a third airport in close 
proximity to the first and second alte rts tends to further reduce the capacity 
f the first and second airports. The third airport has its individual airspace 
requirements the same as each of the other airports. 

Taking the foregoing, and speaking briefly in terms of resultant airport ea 
pacities when 2 or 3 airports are in close proximity to each other : 

a) Two airports located so as to require sharing of an instrument approach 


facility, results in an IF R capacity of less than that for a single airport. 

(b) Two airports foc uted so as to permit instrument approaches using separat 
approach aids results in an IFR e api ity better than 1 airport, but may be lane 
than 2 airports if instrument operations are not completely independent 

(c) Three airports located so as to req ire sharing of an iustrument approach 
facility results in an IFR capacity of less than that for a single airport. 


(d) Mies airports located so that 2 airports share an instrument approach 
facility while 1 airport has independent operation results in an IFR capacity of 
not more than 2 airports. 

(e) Three airports located so as to permit independent instrument approaches 
results in an IFR capacity of more than 2 airports but less than 3 airports if the 
instrument operations are not completely independent. 

mouetor Payne. Would it depend upon the location of the airports? 

Mr. Roruscntitp. Indeed, it would. 

Senator Payne. If they are within a certain perimeter, it would 
follow, of course, that your freedom of the air would be restricted just 
that much more by the addition of each additional airport. There- 
fore, it comes down to a proposition of how far apart are the airports 
ind whether or not there is a chance for airways coming in to be dis- 
tinct from other airways. 

Mr. “pct bie HILD. And it also is involved, Senator Payne, with the 
type of aircraft being used at that time, because the faster the a 
craft, the more airspace it needs to make a turn. 

Senator Monronery. Well, again, with jets concentrated on Andrews, 
wouldn’t that make that airspace less desirable and make more de- 
sirable the expenditure of funds for Burke with a brand new traffic 
pattern? I don’t follow your idea that we are going to get more safety 
with greater congestion of airspace over 2 airports than we would 
3, provided your air traffic pattern is apart and separate from your 
then existing 2. 

Mr. RoruscuiLp. Well, each one is separate until the airspace pat- 
tern for that airport, in order to accommodate certain types of planes, 

ry. 
is expanded, until it interferes with another airspace pattern. ‘Then 
you add to that the problem of going into that airspace pattern and 
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back out again from 3 different spots, and it gets more complicated 
than it does from 2. 

Senator Monroney. I think most pilots—and we will have some 
testimony by the Airline Pilots Association at a later point—we will 
be happy to go into that with them. Does this correspond with Mr. 
Wieland’s advice? 

Mr. Rornscutrp. This is the view of the CAA. 

Senator Monronrey. Mr. Wieland presently is the Administrator. 

Mr. Roruscuitp. I am not sure of that. I don’t know where I did 
get the information. 

Senator Monroney. You surely did consult with this present Ad- 
ministrator ¢ 

Mr. Roruscuiyp. I consult with him every day. 

Senator Monroney. It would be reasonable to expect this repre- 
sents his views, too? 

Mr. Roruscuiip. I would rather him speak for himself. 

Senator Monroney. In the report by the Commerce Department, 
it says that the present capacity of Andrews is substantially used by 
the military. According to the figures that we get, the addition of 
the parallel runway would not add to the capacity to take care of the 
1965 civil requirements above those handled by Washington National 
Airport. 

Now where are you going to get this additional capacity after you 
spend $30 million 4 

Mr. Roruscuinp. Well, it seems to me that not only for Washing- 
ton, but for the Nation as a whole, Senator, that if air traflic continues 
to advance at the rate at which it has been recently, we shall have a 
similar problem in many places. 

Senator Monronry. But here we are going to spend $30 million. 
How long do you estimate it would take to put the separate runway 
and the additional taxiways in to handle the traffic ? 

Mr. Roruscuizp. I think the estimate was 3 to 5 years. 

Senator Monroney. So about 1961, we would have it ready and it 
would be obsolete by your own figures, or rather at full saturation by 
1965. You would have 4 years on an expenditure of $30 million to 
handle the traffic coming in at Andrews. 

Mr. Rormscuiwtp. If your personal thinking represents that of the 
comimittee, we would love to have it so that we could proceed with 
dispatch to ask for the money that we need for Burke. 

Senator Monroney. Didn’t we tell you to ask for the money that 
you needed for a separate Washington airport on the 29th of July, 
1955, and didn’t we get back exactly what you had told us before we 
asked you to do it, on January 3, 1956% We lost 6 full months and we 
got back only the same tristate financing authority, the joint use of 
military and civilian airports in that period of time. 

Mr. Roruscuitp. We are soliciting the aid of the Congress in mak- 
ing a choice as to a proper site for the second Washington airport. 

Senator Monronry. The Congress, in the act of 1950, September 7, 
expressly authorized and directed the Secretary of Commerce to build 
an additional airport in or near the vicinity of the District of Colum- 
bia. Under this act the Secretary selected a site 14 miles west and a 
little south of the present airport known as the Burke site, and 
Congress appropriated $1 million for the initial survey and partial 
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land acquisition. That law still stands and has never been changed, 
and the act is in the hands of and under the direction of the Congress 
and the Secretary to acquire the site. 

May I ask you if, other than recommending the temporary use 
of Andrews Field, the Secretary did proceed to “follow the directions 
of the Congress under the act, and the further directions of the Con- 
gress and this committee 1 requiring them to go forward with the se- 
lection of an adequate site for a second airport ? ra 

Mr. Rornscuiip. On the matter of land acquisition, there was 
land acquired up to the amount of money made available under that 
first million-dollar appropriation. There has never been another 
appropriation beyond that. Obviously no land could be acquired 
without the money. 

Senator Monroney. From 1953 until 1956, has this administration, 
acting through the man in charge of aviation, Mr. Weeks, and your. 
self, as Under Secretary, have you asked that the money be placed 
in the budget for the acquisition of land in accordance with the act 
of September 7, 1950? 

Mr. Roruscuizp. I believe not, sir. 

Senator Monronry. You have not. Would you not think, then, 
that there has been at least a failure of Secretary Weeks and your 
predecessor and yourself to follow the direction—not. the request, 
but the direction of the Congress that this second airport site be 
acquired and the airport built / 

Mr. Rornscuirp. It is my opinion, Mr. Chairman, that this last 
report you got represents a considerable advance over any thinking 
which was available prior to the issuance of that report. 

Senator Monronry. The advance being only in the point use of 
jet planes and colonels practicing their flying on Andrews and the 
intermixture of that which your report says substantially used by the 
military today. To bring these 60-passenger planes into that red-hot 
traffic pattern and intermingling jets and civil aircraft at all times 
of the day and night, do you think that is sound safety planning ! 

Mr. Roruscnuirp. I attempted to point out to you, sir, that all mili- 
tary bases today have an intermixture of several kinds of traffic, 
ranging, on many of them, from traffic as slow as helicopter traffic 
to - fast as the hottest jets we have. 

‘ivil airports, to a substantial number, are also being used jointly 
a civil and military users, and the same thing is happening there. 
When civil jets are added to the pattern, it will only be an addition 
in degree, because the fundamentals exist today and have for some 
time. 

Senator Monronry. Is it ihe position, then, of the Denartment of 
Commerce that more intermixture of jet, military, and civilian is good 
for air-traffic safety ¢ 

Mr. Rormscuiip. Within the capacity of the airspace and airports 
and the control apparatus, we see no difficulty in handling an admix- 
ture of traffic. 

Senator Monroney. May I say that you consider, as the man in 
charge of aviation, that under instrument conditions it is a simple 
matter to direct air traffic into a field where you are intermixing 
jet, military, and civilian passengers on radar and other instrument: 
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Mr. Roruscuiw. I would say to you sir, that it is being done every 
day. 

Senator Monronry. All right. I am ns you if it is a good 
thing. We are talking about air safety. The fact is there are many 
things done every day. The report of the President’s C ommittee, the 
Harding report, says we are in a present crisis and every day there 
are brushes over highly congested air centers because of the inade- 
quacy of airspace and present navigation facilities. When you fur- 
ther intermix jet planes, which have a speed many times greater 
than commercial, that are by in the flash of a second, against the recip- 
rocating motors ‘of the 60- passenger air-transport planes, you don’t 
mean to say that it then becomes a matter of relative routine operation 
to direct that intermixture in on radar, do you ¢ 

Mr. Rornscuimp. I am told that the difference between accommo- 
dating 150-mile-an-hour traffic and 300-mile-an-hour traffic is just as 
large a problem as the difference between accommodating 300-mile- 
an-hour traffic and 500-mile-an-hour traffic. 

Senator Monroney. But you still have the 150-mile-an-hour traffic 
plus your 300-mile-an-hour traffic plus your 550-mile-an-hour traffic, 
and so your complication of the ground control and radar becomes a 
vreater difficulty, and the margin of error is certainly a lot thinner 
than with the range between 150 and 300 miles an hour? 

Mr. Roruscninp. But each year ene are advances in air-traflic- 


control techniques, too, and so we are able to do a better job this year 
than we did last year, and I anesthe we will be able to do a better job 
each vear. 


Senator Monronry. Maybe if you can get the amount of money that 
has been asked for consistently by CA A for air-nav igation facilities, 
ee might be true, but it certainly isn’t true under the budgets you 
have been getting in the past 3 years. 

Mr. Roruscuizp. I am sure you will be very happy with the 1957 
request, Senator. 

Senator Monroney. If it is better than the $5 million, I know I will 
be very, very happy. I am sure it will help some, but I still don’t 
think it will overcome the dangers inherent to the intermixture of jet 
and civilian aireraft. You might put in the record—I am sure you 
don’t have it right here—wh: at the Federal Government put up to 
build a second airport at Wichita, Kans., simply to keep from inter- 
mixing jets and passenger planes, and the traffic there. I am sure it 
was not nearly comparable to the jet traffic that exists today at 
Andrews, plus all of the air officers who are getting their flight time. 
(The material referred to is as follows:) 


AMOUNT FEDERAL GOVERNMENT PUT UP To BuItp A SECOND AIRPORT AT 


WIcHITA, KAns. 


The cost to the Federal Government (United States Air Force) for the purchase 
of the municipal airport at Wichita, Kans., was $9,793,146. The municipality 
used the proceeds from the sale to construct a new municipal airport. 


Mr. Roruscuip. I am sure you will remember, sir, that the reason, 
the principal reason, why more money was not asked for in certain 
years was because at that time there was no plan on which a proper 
expenditure of money could be warranted. 
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Senator Monroney. I am sure you remember that the Department 
of Commerce opposed with all its vigor the plan that Congress finally 
came up with to get an adequate amount of money for an additional 






airport. 
Mr. Roruscurp. I was not speaking of airports, sir. I was speaking 


































of air-traflic-control equipment. 

Senator Monronrey. Both air traffic control and airports need money , 
if we are going to solve this problem. You can’t solve it just with 
air-traflic control and the record is equally bad on the part of the 
Department of Commerce, in my humble opinion, on air-traffic-control : 
funds, as well as on airport funds. : 

Mr. Roruscnim. And I believe it will be fair to state that you can’t ; 
solve it with airports without air-traflic control, too. 

Senator Monroney. That is true. It is like arguing which came d 
first, the hen or the egg, but you have to have them both to provide for 
air safety, and I just hope we don’t have to wait until we have a crash t 
or 2 taking the lives of 60 or 100 people over the Washington National t 
Airport before the country, the Congress, and the Department of ~ 
Commerce is shocked into action to provide a second airport. , 

Mr. Roruscuip. [i you will give us some assistance in choosing a y' 
site, we are prepared to ask for ‘the money immediately. = 

Senator Monronry. We gave you the direction to select the site, = 
We gave the Commerce Depa urtment a million dollars, which has been at 
spent in accumulating about a thousand acres of land at Burke. If i 
Burke is going to be given up, then the direction of Congress to find a - 
second site still stands as it did in the final paragraph of our report of : 
July 29, 1955, in which this committee said: = 

Thus it is the final recommendation of the committee that funds should be Bu 
appropriated at the earliest possible date, to proceed to carry out the act of th; 
September 7,1950. Only funds needed for the initial step need to be appropriated 
immediately. The sum of $3 million will be sufficient for the Secretary of Com- Pa 
merce to acquire the land required for the new airport and to complete detailed 
engineering surveys and construction plans. It is his responsibility to determine ay 
whether to proceed at the site selected near Burke, Va., or to make another see 
selection. . 

I read nothing in this report at all that would indicate that we ing 
asked you to go into the joint use of a military airport. S 

Senator Scuorprri. Mr. C hairman, I think that the Department stri 
did: have a responsibility to discharge, to show, and bring to the Con- inte 
gress the alternate features of Andrews and National Airport as such amc 
being expanded or the complete alternative of going to Burke. As] pro 
remember reading newspaper reports that violent opposition existed Fiel 
and somebody had to find out what the score was. this 

We can’t do these things overnight. But it would seem to me that M 
if Andrews had a potential possibility, then I think it is the duty of the | 
the Department to point it out. the « 

Senator Monronry. May I say this committee found, and I quote and 











sure 
plan 





on page 2 of the report: “* * * that the Air Force has a military re- 
quirement for the full capacity of Andrews Base and it is not now 
available. Bolling and Anacostia airports are in the same control 
pattern as W ashington National Airport. Since they are separated 
by the river, they cannot be operated as a single airport.” The com- 
mittee further said that, “* * * the committee is of the opinion that 
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the construction of a new airport for the National Capital is impera- 
tive. Plans for construction should be made immediately.” 

That is about as strong as we can make it. I have had conferences 
with generals in charge of the airport program for the Air Force who, 
for the safety of their own persons, but not for the 60 passengers In 
the slow commercial airport, plead that we do not intermix. We 
have asked the Air Force for a report on this, which has been further 
delayed. 

We don’t know exactly what they will come up with. But the gen- 
erals in charge have told the chairman of this committee, informally, 
that it would be dangerous and would result in a bad overcrowded 
congested condition to intermix civilian and military aircraft. _ 

Mr. Roruscuinp. How do they explain away the fact that it is being 
done every day ona vast number of airports over the country, Senator ¢ 

Senator Monroney, And they are doing everything they can when 
there is another airport available to take it off, and I know that in 
the cases that I have come in contact with. They are going on the 
fields where they have to reactivate Reserve squadrons in National 
Guard units, but those are being placed, generally, in places where 
you have lighter air traffic by civilians. They are certainly not put- 
ting them on places like La Guardia or Idlewild, and certainly the 
intermixture to the extent that it would make Andrews usable here, 
at least in the view of this committee, in its report, and in the view 
of the military in the informal conversations with me, would indicate 
that nobody wants that intermixture. 

Senator Scuorpret. Well, I will say to the chairman of this com- 
inittee that if we leave it up to the generals, sure, they would have an 
airport all exclusive to themselves and pyramid it all out of shape. 
But Congress didn’t go along with that silly notion as to facilities 
that could be utilized with the new techniques of aviation control and 
radar, now available. 

I would like to see the military walk in before this committee and 
say: “We want separate airports all the way over the country” and 
see how far they would get in the Congress. 

Senator Monroney, I am sure you know they wouldn't get it, speak- 
ing practically, 

Senator Monronry. Speaking not as a military, because I am 
strictly a civilian, I say as an air passenger that I don’t want to come 
into Andrews Field and be intermixed with military jet traffic of the 
amounts and of the degree of training and the degree of current air 
proficiency for flight time for ground officers that exists at Andrews 
Field. If I ever saw a dangerous recommendation for air safety, 
this would take the prize. 

Mr. Roruscuitp. Mr. Chairman, I would point out to you that at 
the newest and largest and most. modern metropolitan airport site in 
the country, at O’Hare Field in Chicago, arrangements have been made 
and agreed to for a mixture of civilian and military operation, and 
surely all of that money wouldn’t have been spent and all of those 
plans made if the Air Force had had any doubts about its operation. 

The same thing is true at Tulsa. The same thing is true at Okla- 
homa City. The same thing is true at many other places around the 
country. 
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Senator Monronry. We have just gone through a matter of trying 
to get the military from being too strongly intermixed with Okla- 
homa C ity. We finally prev ailed upon the military to put in their 
own I. L. S. at their own installation at Wichita to take the jets out 
of shooting ground approaches on Will Rogers Field. Certainly any 
pilot. that ‘has flown into a mixed field does it with a certain amount 
of misgivings because while weekend flying in jets is necessary for our 
Reserve, it is not to be strongly recommended as a step toward air 
safety. At least that is my opinion and I think it will he backed up 
when the pilots testify. 

Who is going to control the air traffic pattern at Andrews if this 
would go through’ ? 

Mr. Roruscuiip. The CAA. 

Senator Monroney. Are you sure? 

Mr. Rornscuiip. That is our intention; yes, sir. 

Senator Monroney. You have just yielded the control from CAA 
to the military over the Langley Base area, haven’t you ? 

Mr. Roruscuirp. Well, delegated it to them. 

Senator Monroney. So the passenger traffic going to Patrick Henry 
Field and also to the Norfolk Munic ipal now goes under radar control 
by some buck sergeant instead of by a trained civilian CAA expert 
in radar control ? 

Mr. Roruscuinp. He is licensed by the CAA, Senator, or he 
wouldn’t be running the equipment. 

Senator Monroney. That is right. And you have nothing to say 
about his permanency? You have nothing to say about the tenure 
that he will be in that radar control tower, familiarity with the sur- 
rounding buildings and terrain, and all of the things necessary for 
a good radar man to direct traffic under instrument conditions. The 
pilots I have talked with say that it is a nightmore to fly into that 
area, and yet it appears to be a part of a plan of CAA to yield that 
und perhaps additional control to your military. 

Mr. Roruscuitp. The pattern in general is that if the miltary usage 
far exceeds the civilian usage, then “CAA delegates the civilian usage 
to military operations, and vice versa. 

Senator Monronry. Wouldn’t the military at Andrews have the 
prime use of the field and the civilian be secondary ? 

Mr. Roruscuip. That would probably be done on an area basis 
rather than on a field basis. But bear in mind that every one of the 
military operators is a licensed and qualified CAA operator. 

Senator Monroney. You would just as soon have a buck sergeant 
running the Washington radar control as you would one of your CAA- 
certificated radar operators. I am not ‘questioning the capacity of 
those men on the military field. 

Senator Paynr. I am glad to hear that, Mr. Chairman, because you 
are hitting one branch of my service and Thi appen to know that some 
of these lads, whether they are buck sergeants or not, are pretty well 
qualified in their own right. Otherwise | they wouldn’t be in the spot, 
The Air Force is concerned with safety just as much as anybody else 
is, plus the fact that you will find that some of the people that are 
on this particular type of assignment may have worked in a civilian 

capacity before they were brought into the Army or the Air Force. 
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Senator Monronry. The Civil Aeronautics Administration has 
nothing to say about the transferring out and oe in of new men 
at any time. When they control the tower they have the right to 
know the advantage of time and seasoning in that particular locality 
where knowledge of physical layout of terrain and buildings is highly 
important in radar control and familiarity with the traffic that is 
arriving and departing from that airport. 

Mr. Roruscui.p. Senator, the delegation to the military is revo- 
cable at any time, and if there were ever any of the elements of danger 
about which you seem to be concerned, those would be revoked. Be 
yond that, if the change is made, the next man who comes on is also 
a licensed CAA operator and very likely was trained by the CAA, 
rather than by the military. 

Safety is our paramount consideration, and we do nothing that we 
feel would in any way affect the safe operations of our airways. 

Senator Monroney. Aside from the suggestion for the joint use of 
the field by military and civilian personnel, have you ever discussed 
with the military joint control of Andrews ? 

Mr. Roruscuip. We have at some time ago, not recently. 

Senator Monronry. Between the report of July 29 and the Janu- 
ary 3 date of this report? 

Mr. Roruscuip. I believe not, sir. 

Senator Monroney. In other words, at that point there was really 
nothing much to discuss, was there? You hadn’t put that in the form 
of a recommendation until January 3 for the joint use of the field 
so it could not have reached the top and it could not yet have been 
determined who would control ? 

Mr. Roruscump. But CAA has the prime responsibility and it 
could only come about that the military would operate it by delega- 
tion from the CAA. 

_ Senator Monronry. Well, you don’t know which is going to operate 
it! 

Mr. Roruscuitp. I would presume—lI can check on this—I would 
presume that the CAA will operate it. 

(The following material was submitted for the record :) 


CAA OPERATION OF CONTROL TOWER AT ANDREWS AIRPORT IN THE Event IT WERE 
To Be USED FOR THE WASHINGTON SUPPLEMENTARY AIRPORT 


The CAA has basic authority and responsibility for control of IFR traffic 
within designated control areas and control zones. Where military airbases are 
so located with relation to a civil terminal as to preclude independent IFR op- 
erations, approach control authority of both the military base and the civil 
terminal are vested in one control agency. Normally, approach control service is 
provided by the CAA from the civil terminal. Where civil traffic is operating 
into a military airbase and the volume is so low as not to be a factor in the 
IFR traffic problem, the approach control and tower service currently is being 
provided by the military, in some instances. However, the CAA is assuming 
its statutory responsibility for the control of air traffic wherever necessary as 
rapidly as resources are made available for the discharge of these responsibili- 
ties. In all cases, the CAA will operate the facilities whenever a significant 
amount of civil traffic is involved, as would be the case at Andrews. 


Senator Monroney. Now is it your theory that in spite of the act 
of 1950, that you are coming back now to Congress again for direction 
on what to do about the location of an airport? 

Mr. Roruscutip. Mr. Chairman, it is not always the simplest 
thing for someone in the executive to completely be able to understand 
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the directives of the Congress. I would refer you, if you please, sir, 
to the act to which you just referred, section 2, the last sentence, which 
says: 





Provided further, That the choice of site by the Secretary shall be made only 
after consultation with the governing body in the county in which the airport 
is to be located with respect to the suitability of the site to be selected and its 
possible impact on the vicinity. 

Now when you read those last half-dozen words and then when you 
also read a directive of this same Congress which is now citing, asking 
for another report, we thought that we were complying with the di- 
rectives as indicated. 

Senator Monronry. In other words, you feel that you have com- 
plied with the last paragraph of the report of the Interstate and For- 
eign Commerce Committee, sitting as a full committee, under date 
of July 29, 1955, m which we said: 
Thus it is the final recommendation of this committee that funds should be 
appropriated at the earliest date possible to proceed to carry out the act of 
September 7, 1950. Only funds needed for the initial step need to be appro- 
priated immediately. The sum of $3 million will be sufficient for the Secretary 
of Commerce to acquire the land required for the new airport and to complete 
detailed engineering surveys and construction plans. 

It is his responsibility to determine whether to proceed at the site selected 
near Burke, Va., or to make another selection. 

Mr. Roruscnip. Mr. Chairman, the item I read you is the law. 
That was passed by the Congress. Subsequent to that what you have 
just read and the request from another committee of this Congress for 
another report came along. Now we have to be governed by all of 
these factors. The law, it seems to us, is prevailing, and we do what 
the law says, modified by the requests of the various committees, and 
as I said before, it isn’t always easy to know what to do. 

Senator MonRoNEY. Assuming, then, that you did not get permis- 
sion from the local governing bodies as outlined in that act, have you 
made any other efforts in any other communities to find a second 
airport site / 

Mr. Roruscutip. Indeed, we have, sir. 

Senator Monroney. Or have you just thrown up your hands and 
are you surrendering because there is some local complaint by the local 
governing body of the Burke site ? 

Mr. Roruscuitp. We have had consultations and have duly report- 
ed them to your committee, sir, and we have consulted with the offi- 
cials in every subdivision close enough to the District of Columbia to 
be warranted as a possible site in which an airport might be found. 
A previous report which we rendered to you I think chose 13 sites, 13 
possible sites, and we are now down to 2. 

Senator Monroney. What are those two—Burke and Andrews! 

Mr. Rornuscnuinp. That is right. 

Senator MONRONEY. So consequently it is a choice now of either 
Burke, with $50 million to complete a brandnew airport, limited 
primarily to civilian flying, with the ownership of sod | in the Civil 

Aeronautics Administration, for which land represents a considerable 
investment, but a lasting value to the Federal Government, or the 
spending of $30 million on an already saturated military airport that 
will be good until about 4 years after its completion; 1 is that correct! 
Mr. Rornscuiy. I don’t think you state it quite fairly; no, sir. 
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Senator Monronry. Well, we would be pleased to have your state- 
ment on it. 

Mr. Roruscuitp. I think the choice, in which we are asking the ad- 
vice of Congress, is whether we shall use existing facilities, and these 

facilities do not belong to the CAA and do not belong to the Air Force, 

they belong to the U Tnited States Government, and the question is 
whether we shall use facilities which already belong to the United 
States Government, and which are capable of expansion and of greater 
use, which, when expanded and capable of greater use will be more 
conveniently located to Washington, or whether we should go out, 
—_ more money, acquire new properties, build an entirely new 
facility, and leave Facility No. 2, which is already in existence, not 
wholly used. 

Senator Monroney. That is contrary to the report of this commit- 
tee and contrary to your own report, I believe, that this will be a long- 
time facility, capable of handling the growth of air traffic. Is it your 
position that Andrews, for $30 million for joint use of the military 
and civilian, is a better buy than Burke for $50 million, which will be 
purely civilian ¢ 

Mr. Roruscuitp. We are asking your advice on that. 

Senator Monroney. Well, this committee will tr y to give it to you, 
and certainly as far as the present Chairman is concer ned, there will 
be no question in the world about the advice. You say there is no 
other civilian site of the 15 or 16 that you have surveyed that would 
be suitable, aneepininy Burke? 

Mr. Roruscuirp. I didn’t say that. I said that Burke was the most 
suitable. If it were utterly impossible rs do anything at Burke or at 
Andrews, some other site might be found which would be less good 
than either of the other two 

Senator Monronry. Have you negotiated on any of those secondary 
sites to see whether the local governing body would be hostile or 
favorable to that use of the site? 

Mr. Roruscuitp. We have had discussions, as I indicated before, 
with the governing bodies of every community around here. 

Senator Monroney. Did you find any that were in favor of letting 
you locate ¢ 

Mr. Roruscuitp. The people who seem to want an airport the most 
had the least favorable sites. 

Senator Monroney. But there were some favorable sites that were 
willing to do so; is that correct 

Mr. Roruscuitp. Well, these consultations are in the nature of 
pretty broad discussions, Mr. Chairman, and no engineering has been 
done on any of these sites, and some of the questions which are asked, 
which would precede a determination on the part of these governmen- 
tal subdivisions are not answerable at the time they are asked. 

Senator Monroney. How long would it take to engineer a new site? 
You have engineered rather completely at Burke now, haven’t you? 
Would you be ready to go on that without too much more work on it? 

Mr. Roruscuin. I believe not, sir. I believe some additional engi- 
neering 1s required. 

Senator MonronEy. Some, yes. 

Mr. Roruscuiwp. Our next request, if we make it, will be in the 


neighborhood of $314 million, and a substantial part of that money 
will be for engineering. 
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Senator Monronry. There will be some, as I understand it, accord- 
ing to the committee’s report which will be for the acquisition of 
land, and then for complete detailed engineering surveys and con- 
struction plans. Do you still think it will require another $2 million 
or $3 million for engineering ¢ 

Mr. Roruscuirp. I don’t have the breakdown with me, sir. 

Senator Paynr. Has the local governing body given approval to 
the Burke site, as such ? 

Mr. Roruscuip. Well, the answer to that, Senator Payne, is “yes” 
and “no.” There is one group of people anxious to have the airport 
out there, and there is another group just as anxious not to have it. 

Senator Payne. Is there any possibility within a reasonable range 
of what was proposed as a site, that if a change, a shight change in 
location were undertaken, that then the objection could be removed ? 

Mr. Roruscuitp. We feel sure that that is possible. 

Senator Payne. That that is possible? 

Mr. Roruscnitp. Yes. 

Senator Monronry. In the proposed joint use and intermixture of 
jets and civilian planes at Andrews, did you still stay wedded to the 
Tri-State Authority, or would this be separate and apart from it? 

Mr. Roruscutip. As I recall this document, there is no reference to 
the exclusive consideration of a Tri-State Authority. 

Senator Monroney. In other words, we would spend $30 million 
on temporary improvement of Andrews without Tri-State Authority, 
but we need Tri-State Authority if we are intending to use Burke or 
some other purely civilian site? 

Mr. Roruscnitp. No, sir; I attempted to point out to you, sir, that 
the Tri-State Authority, to which you continue to refer, is not part 
of the present document, that the word “authority” is used but is not 
modified by the “tri-State” concept. 

Senator Monroney. Therefore you abandon the putting together 
of this Tri-State Authority that you advocated, which this committee 
turned down in our report of July last? 

Mr. Roruscuttp. We have modified some of our ideas as to how 
many participants there should be in the authority, yes. 

Senator Monroney. Of course, the work is still apparently going 
on ¢ 

Mr. Rornscnitp. I don’t read anywhere that your committee turned 
it down. 

Senator Monroney. As I read the report, they certainly did. I 
may be mistaken on that. 

Senator Payne. I think, Mr. Chairman, if my memory serves me 
right, that we raised a question as to the practical viewpoint of estab- 
lishing a Tri-State Authority, and I think I injected the question 
because in my experience in connection with the District of Columbia 
affairs here with regard to an authority between Maryland, Virginia, 
and the District of Columbia, it is always very difficult, if not an im- 
possible thing to be able to work out because of the constitution of 
Virginia. 

Senator Monronrey. The committee said in the report on page 4, 
that: 

* * * the committee is of the opinion that consideration and advisibility of 
forming a military government airport authority, of a Federal authority or 
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corporation should not delay the commencement of construction of the urgently 
needed additional airport for the National Capital. It would take more than 
5 years after the appropriation of funds to complete a new airport suitable for 
heavy modern transports, 

Mr. Roruscuitp. And in line with that, Mr. Chairman, we are pre- 
pared at this moment to ask for funds immediately if you will give 
us an indication that we seek from you as to what choice should be 
made, 

Senator Monronry. I thought we did that in the report in July. 
Now six months later we are gomg to have to give you additional 
indication. I don’t know how it could be clearer than to say to carry 
out the Act of 1950, recommending that you ask for $3 million in 
funds, and get on it with it. If the site is not one that you can 
acquire at Burke then pick out another airport and let’s get on with 
the job. 

Senator Payne. Let me say this, if I may, Mr. Chairman: As I 
listen to this, I think Mr. Rothschild has been quite fair and realistic 
on this matter. I rather like the approach he has taken, personally. 
I think he is coming before this committee who have asked the De- 
partment to do a certain thing, saying there are two avenues of ap- 
proach. One is the development of the brand new facility in the 
Jocation of Burke, which will cost so much money. 

‘The other is to make use of an existing Government facility which 
will require only so much money perhaps to fit into this picture. 

Now, the committee has given direction, it is true, and I think that 
the Secretary coming here and asking for guidance—because, after all, 
he is going to have to present his case to the Appropriation Committee. 
to substantiate the moneys that are going to be raised here—I think it 
is only natural that he wants the backing of this committee as to 
which they think is the proper proposal to follow through to get this 
second airport facility which is needed for the Washington area. 

I don’t know whether I have stated it right or not, but that is the 
impression I got here. 

Mr. Roruscuiwp. I think you have, sir. 

Senator Monroney. Well, this member of the committee is cer- 
tainly willing to give a pretty fast answer on that if we have to have 
further direction, which I thought we had given last July. Now 
ve are still faced with further delay, and as far as I am concerned, 
I would be happy to figure out some way to get some action on this 
thing. 

If it requires the introduction of a District of Columbia bill for an 
airport commission for the Washington area without the tri-State 
mechanism, I am certainly prepared to introduce a bill. In fact, I 
have talked with members of the District of Columbia Committee 
about such a bill. If we have to go that route and take it away from 
Commerce, or if we don’t find Congress willing to divorce CAA 
from Commerce, then I think we could get action that way. Cer- 
tainly I think the time for action has long since passed, and I hope 
we don’t wait for a series of air crashes, costing many lives, before 
Wwe are spurred into action. . 

Senator Payne. Let me say, Mr. Chairman, that my mind is pretty 
well convinced as to what I feel in my own mind, but that is subject 
toerror. I have not always been right on everything. I know where 
I would like to see the airport, where I believe that a second Wash- 
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ington airport probably should be located, based upon the survey, 
but because of this situation and because ‘Congress does penetrate 
deeply into costs and into many other factors, I think that the Seere- 
tary has presented a very logical situation here. 

If this committee wants to go on record and say, of the two, this 
is our recommendation, period, I wouldn’t have any question but what 
the Secretary would say, “well, that is the decision.” Now, I just 
hope that the Committee will back me up in the Appropri iations Com- 
mittee and lend full weight and support so that my argument of one 
figure or the statement of one figure against the other can be fully 
justified when the matter is under discussion. Mr. Chairman, I don’t 
think that your thinking and my thinking are too different upon 
the thing. 

Senator Monroney. I don’t, either. 

Senator Payne. But I don’t think that the Secretary has misstated 
the situation and I don’t think he is ducking the issue. I think that 
he has got to have the support of this committee in presenting very 
fairly what he thinks the situation is, as he sees it. 

Senator Monronry. I go along with what you say, but I can’t 
look peacefully at the intermixture of hot jets and crowded transports 
over an already congested airport that is now used exclusively by the 
military as the U nder Secret: iry of Commerce does. 

Senator Payne. Well, I would like to have an unbiased and un- 
prejudiced individual, if we can find one, that is competent enough to 
tell us the difference between the two and which in their honest opin- 
ion would be the best solution from the air channels. 

Senator Monroney. [ think if you will look up the hearings that 
we had, we had the Air Transport Association representing the air 
transportation industry, we had the Air Line Pilots—— 

Senator Payne. That is why I would like to have the Airline 
Pilots’ testimony. 

Senator Monronery. We had it all last summer and we will now 
have to have it again. We are going to be able to pave the runway 
with reports before we get through with this thing, instead of having 
an airport. This Andrews thing merely clouds the issue with a sub- 
sidiary problem and further tends to stall the necessary construction. 
I just can’t see, on a matter of economy, why we should spend $: 30 mil- 
lion for temporary relief when the Department of Commerce’s own 
figures show that the estimates for civil aircraft movements for Wash- 
ington in 1965 will be between 375,000 and 448,000 per year. 

That is the Department of Commerce’s own statistics. With all 
the improvements being done on Washington National Airport, for 
which we are spending several million dollars now, the total capacity 
of Washington Airport will be 220,000 movements per year. Now 
by adding one parallel runway, which this provides at Andrews, and 
asswning that you could put in the jets and the civilian transports 
with the same gear and with the same ease, it would be foolish to expect 
one runway to ‘double the c apacity of the present Washington airport. 
The limit of that under Commerce’s own figures will be 220,000 move- 
ments a year, and their own figures show that the traffic in 1965 will 
be double that. 

So why should we dillydally with a temporary expedient costing 

$30 million when for $50 million we can have a brand-new, modernly 
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designed civilian airport that can work for 15 or 20 years on the pro- 
jection of air traffic in the Washington area ¢ 

Senator Payne. | agree with the statement that the chairman has 
made, but even though we have the record complete, I would like to 
have 2 or 8 questions. answered by the pilots themselves, who have to 
experience the situation of coming into the Washington area. I would 
like to have somebody from the Air Force also answer 2 or 3 questions, 
particularly with regard to Andrews. And I think with that we can 

resolve this thing. 

Senator Monroney. Then I am sure the distinguished Senator from 
Maine, who is always very competent on aviation matters, would be 
glad, without delay, to see this committee, if it is necessary to give 
more advice, formally give such advice to get on with one type or 
another type of solution of the critical problem for a second Wash- 
ington airport. 

Senator Payne. That is right, and that is what I understand the 
Secretary is asking. 

Senator Monronry. Would the distinguished Senator from Kansas 
be agreeable ¢ 

Senator ScuorpreL. Very definitely, because the Secretary has said 
here that he wants some euid ince. He has submitted two alternative 
propositions, I am sure that Under Secretary Rothschild would be 
hap py to wi alk out of this room with a full comunittee re port bae ‘king 
him saying Andrews is out, Burke is in, now let’s get underway and 

vo down to the Appropriations Committee. 

\m I misstating that ? 

Mr. Roruscuitp. We are prepared to go immediately to the Bureau 

the Budget and then to the Appropriations Committee for the 
money with which to do the job. 

Senator Monronery. I am glad to hear that, because although we 
specifically state in our report that the Air Force has the military 
requirement for the full capacity of the Andrews Base, it is not now 
available. Further, 10 times in this report we urge the construction 
of an additional airport, not a supplemental airport facility, but an 
additional airport. 

That was done by the full Interstate and Foreign Commerce Com- 
mittee under date of July 29. If it takes another instruction then 
I am anxious that our committee recommend to the full committee 
that we get on with this and ask for the funds and probably try to put 
in a crash program of construction to get away from the danger of 
disasters if we have additional delay. 

Senator Payne. Are we going to meet tomorrow on this same subject 4 

Senator Monronrey. I hope to meet in the afternoon, 

Senator Payne. Tomorrow afternoon ? 

Senator ScuorePpren.. Wait a minute, what about Agriculture? 

Senator Monronrey. We will try to accommodate our schedule to 
the work on the floor. We don’t want to miss anything of importance 
in amendments to a bill. 

Senator Payne. The reason I was asking was because if we are, 
I would like to see this thing ended one way or the other. I just 
wondered if we could have the answers so we don’t discuss this thing 
forever. I would like to have someone representing the pilots group 
come up here and somebody representing the Air Force come here and 
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direct a few questions to them, and I think the matter can be resolved. 
At least it can be in my mind. 

Senator Monroney. I certainly agree with you and I would try, if 
possible, to schedule hearings for tomorrow afternoon, if we are not 
tied up on the floor, so we could get the ATA and the pilots to testify 
again, although they testified at oreat length before on the need for a 
separate Washington airport. 

Senator Payne. And let the association and the pilots know exactly 
what we are asking for so they will be prepared to give us an answer 
without having some of them take a week and make other checks on 
something. 

Senator Monronry. I think the record is pretty complete on the 
previous hearings. I sat through them all and I remember with great 
clarity the position of all of the witnesses that fly wanting a new 
Washington airport, and there was not any testimony that I can 
remember advocating the intermixture of military and civilian air- 
craft. 

Mr. Roruscuty. Mr. Chairman, in the report to which you just 
referred a few moments ago, that one of July 29, 1955, Report No. 1265, 
on page 4, about the middle of the page, it reads: “The committee rec- 
ommends that the Secret: iry of Commerce proceed to carry out the 
congressional directives of the act of September 7, 1950, that he review 
and reaffirm the site he proposes to develop as the new airport, and on 
the opening day of the next session of Congress, he report in detail to 
this committee the site selected for dev elopment, the stage construc- 
tion plans, the composition of the authority, if any, he recommends 
to finance and operate the airport, and the amount he proposes to 
request in the first deficiency appropriation for 1956 to complete the 
land acquisition dev elopment. 

Here is the report delivered to you on the opening day of Con- 
gress. Here is the report which shows the economic feasibility of 
revenue financing which is an authority. This is your own commit- 
tee request. We . felt that we had complied with it as completely as 
we might, by my additional testimony at previous sessions, and this 
morning, by saying we are prepared to go ahead and ask for the 
money. 

All we want from you now, or as soon as you can give it to us, is the 
final direction on which way 7" go, sir. 

Senator Monronry. Well, I don’t think we said anything about 
military and civilian use when we said a new airport, but that is all 
right, if you need further direction, then I think we are prepared 
to give it to you and I hope we can get on with it by tomorrow after- 
noon so we can get something done ‘instead of seeing surveys and re- 
ports all of the time. 

Mr. Roruscuitp. These were rendered at your own request, Mr. 
Chairman. 

Senator Monronry. Yes, we said a new airport and ask for funds. 
Instead, the major part of the report deals with the intermixture at 
Andrews of military aircraft and civilian craft instead of the new 
airport site or the request for funds. We are now asked to make 
another recommendation, which I certainly hope we will do, and do 
xt the earliest possible time. 

Mr. Roruscuiip. We hope so, too. 
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Senator Monroney. I feel certain that the other members of the 
subcommittee will agree that whatever recommendation we make to 
you we will support to the full capacity of our ability before the 
Appropriations Committee to get sufficient funds to move this thing 
along to make up for the time lag that has already occurred. 7 

Is it your position that we should amend the original act of 1950 
to take away the local governing bodies’ authority to veto the site 
selection ? 

Mr. Roruscuitp. It would certainly aid in getting things done in 
a short time. 

Senator Monroney. In certain other cases you have the right to 
acquire the land even though there is objection on the part of local 
residents. 

Mr. Roruscuitp. I think it is reasonably certain that no site for an 
airport can be chosen in the Washington area or anywhere in the 
country without arousing somebody’s opposition. 

Senator Monroney. That even applies for the selection of post 
oflices. Usually it is that they are too far away or too close. 

Now proceeding to the announcement of the airport program that 
was recently released—I might say for the record that the release of 
the new allocations of the funds totaling $38,902,000 by Mr. Charles 
Lowen under Commerce Department release ear-marked for imme- 
diate release Thursday, February 9, 1956—I received it on February 
10 in my office, and I stamp all incoming matters when they are 
received, 

[ call to your attention, and to the attention of the committee, page 
2111 of the Congressional Record of February 9, 1956, the charge by 


2] 
Mr. Preston, of the House of Representatives, which reads as follows: 


Mr. Preston. Mr. Speaker, Secretary of Commerce Sinclair Weeks is second 
only to Secretary Benson of Agriculture in maintaining poor relations with the 
legislative branch of the Government. The most recent example of his ineptness 
was brought to light this morning when it became known through press circles 
that Mr. Weeks, aided and abetted by Undersecretary of Commerce for Trans- 
portation Louis S. Rothschild, released the list of Federal aid to airport projects 
in the various congressional districts approved for the remainder of the current 
fiscal year, through the National Republican Committee, where advanced tips 
are being given to Republican national committeemen and to selected Republican 
Members of Congress in order that they might claim credit for having obtained 
Federal funds for local airports. 

This action would not seem too strange if it were not for the fact that in 1954 
this administration undertook to destroy the Federal aid to airport program by 
requesting no funds for it in the President’s budget. It was revived by an amend- 
ment which I offered on the floor of the House to the Commerce Department 
appropriation bill providing $22 million to reinstate the program which was 
overwhelmingly adopted by the Democratic-controlled House. 

Secretary Weeks and Rothschild very clearly demonstrated their political 
contempt for Members of Congress of the majority party by their conspiracy 
to claim credit for a program this administration undertook to destroy. In 
other words, they deny parenthood but are willing to adopt the child. 

When congressional indignation became apparent this morning to the Com- 
merce Department, they hastily announced that the program would be announced 
at 11: 45 today at a press conference at the Department of Commerce and that 
copies of the program listing various projects would be available on Capitol 
Hill at 12 o’clock noon. 


[ would like to have your comment on that matter of the release. 


Mr. Rornscuitp. What part of the subject would you like to have 
me cover ? 
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Senator Monronery. The Congressman charges that this informa- 
tion was released through the Republican National Committee, to 
Republican National Committeemen and select Republican Members 
of Congress in advance of being given general release to Members of 
the Senate and Congress or to the } press. 

Mr. Roruscuip. Well, let me say in the beginning, Mr. Chairman, 
that if any errors were made in this operation, they are mine and no 
one else’s. It is totally my fault and I might say in the beginning 
I believe, sir, if I am still around when another opportunity presents 
itself for something of the same kind, that I will be a little smarter 
than I was the last time, I hope. 

Senator ScHorrret. Mr. Rothschild, may I say at this point that 
I was here under Harry Truman, President of the United States, 
and I was in this Senate and frequently I had to read things in the 
newspaper by some of the department heads on a lot of these things. 
[ thought it was a set procedure. I made up my mind that that was 
the way things happened around here, because T had Congressmen in 
other States, not of my political faith, take an interest in certain proj- 
ects in Kansas. So maybe it is just evening it up. 

I do appreciate your viewpoint expressed here that it was a mis- 
take of yours and it would be helpful if it was handled in another way, 

Mr. Roruscump. I am particularly unhappy, Senator Schoeppel, 
that the Senate ap parently didn't get the information as soon as it 
might have gotten it. The public re ‘lease was made at just before noon 
on June 9, and at that same tie copies of the—— 

Senator Payne. You mean February 9? 

Mr. Roruscnitp. I beg your pardon. And at that same time 
copies of the report and the press release were sent to every Member 
of the Senate and every Member of the House and to every governor 
of every State. Now it is my understanding that they did not 
reach the mailroom up here on the Hill until later in the afternoon. 
It took some time to get from the CAA up here. I feel very unhappy 
that they didn’t get here ear ly, but they didn’t. 

Senator Monronry. As far as I am personally concerned, I don’t 
care whether I read about it in the newspapers or not, but I am 
interested in knowing whether persons outside Government, as 
charged by Congressman Preston, or anyone else outside of the 
Government was given information on this prior to its public an- 
nouncement. 

My interest in aviation is rather well identified as is the rest of 
these committee members, but it would seem to me that the issue here 
presented is whether Mr. Weiland, in transmitting the report to you 
some 10 days before its release was whether persons outside of Gov- 
ernment were given any information whatever about these airport im- 
provement grants. 

Mr. Rorusciinp. May I state again, Mr. Chairman, that neither 
Mr. Lowen nor Mr. Weeks had anything to do with this. If there 
were mistakes made, they were mine. 

Senator Monronery. But the point I am asking you is did anyone 
outside of Government have or transmit to others information before 
it was publicly announced ? 

Mr. Roruscuitp. We were receiving both at CAA and at Com- 
merce large numbers of telephone calls, mostly from Members of 
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Congress, but also from the press, asking when the report would be 
released. It was a matter of mec chanically printing the report because 
we had so many copies to distribute and we kept indicating that it 
would be ready in a few days. Late afternoon of the day before the 
release was made prior to noon of the following day—late afternoon 
of the previous day, a Mr. Warner of the Republic an Congressional 
Committee came into my office and I gave him a copy of the report 
What he did with it, I do not know. 

Senator Monronry. What position does Mr. Warner have in the 
Republican Committee ? 

Mr. Roruscuip. He is a member of the staff of the Republican 
Congressional Committee. 

Senator Monronery. And that was on the 8th of February? 

Mr. Roruscuimp. This was late in the afternoon on the 8th of Febru- 
ary, yes. 

Senator Monroney. ‘Two days before it was received on the Hill and 
the day before it was publicly announced ¢ 

Mr. Rovuscuitp. These were all delivered to the Hill on February 
9, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Monronry. Well, he did have it some 24 hours ahead: no, 
about 18 hours ahead of the public release ¢ 

Mr. Roruscnuitp. No more than 18 hours. 

Senator Monronry. Any further questions / 

Senator ScHOEPPEL. I have no further questions. 

Senator Monronry. You testified the other day that the matter of 
the A. T. & 'T.’s acquisition of the teletype system had been absolutely 
ended and dropped. Has the CAA been notified of that and have 
A. T. & T. and Western Union and the other parties concerned been 
advised of the dropping of this matter ? 

\ir. Roruscnitp. As I understood your question and as I remember 
the way in which I answered it, Mr, Chairman, you asked me if there 
were any negotiations going on at my level between the A. T. & T. 
and Western Union, on the one hand, and Commerce on the other 
hand, and I said that there were not. 

Senator Monroney. | think I repeated the question and you said I 
said there were not. 

Mr. Roruscuitp, And that I say again to you, sir. 

Senator Monronry. But is it a fact or not a fact that the p: ipers, the 
working offer of the forms for building on the acquisition of this is 
still underway by the CAA 4 

Mr. Roruscuitp. I am not sure, sir. I do not know. 

Senator Monroney. If they are dropped, as you told this commit- 
tee, would it not be a matter of good business routine to advise them 
that this is a dead matter and have no further interest or consequence 
to the CAA and to the Department of Commerce? 

Mr. Roruscuitp. I presume it would; yes, sir. I presume it would 
be 2 matter of good business to notify them. 

Senator Monroney. Because on page 623 of the hearings you say, 
in answer to my question, there are no negotiations in progress. And 


I said: 
Do you mean it has been dropped? 
You said: 


I made a statement to you, sir, there are no negotiations in progress. 
79097—56——_20 





302 STUDY OF CIVIL AERONAUTICS ADMINISTRATION 


So it would seem that if work was still going on in preparation of 
data and material for the bids that is occupying the time of members 
of the CAA and the staff, that they should be notified and also the 
A. T. & T. and Western Union people, who apparently have not been 
notified that they have been dropped. 

Mr. Roruscuiup. I will check on that this afternoon. 

Senator Monroney. I think it would help clarify this matter and 
save perhaps a little bit of lost motion in the Department. 

Do you have any further questions? 

Senator Payne. No, sir. 

Senator Monroney. Since we primarily wanted to deal with this 
Washington airport problem, I will ask the staff if they will ascertain 
through the ATA, the Airline Pilots Association, and the Air Force, if 
the program will permit the attendance of members without inter- 
ruption tomorrow afternoon so that we could get underway with the 
wrapup of this Washington airport thing and have the earliest possi- 
ble executive committee session to make the recommendations on what 
we should do on this matter. 

Even though the full committee might be running tomorrow after- 
noon on the television problem, I think this is of such urgency that 
we could be excused from the full committee meeting to have these 
hearings. Since this was primarily on the basis of this Washington 
airport, do you have anything further you would like to add, Mr. 
Rothschild ? 

Mr. Roruscuixp. I believe not, but if there is any information your 
committee would like, we would be glad to furnish it to you, sir. 

Senator Monronry. While we don’t expect to require testimony of 


you tomorrow, we would appreciate it if your schedule er it 


and the committee finding it possible to meet to have you here to hear 
personally the testimony of the witnesses we hope to get. 

Mr. Roruscuixp. I will make every effort to be here, Mr. Chairman, 

Senator Monroney. And if not, you will be represented. 

Mr. Roruscuip. Yes, sir. 

Senator Monroney. Thank you very much. If there are no further 
matters on the Washington Airport, the committee will stand in recess 
subject to the call of the Chair. 

The record will be held open for a few days for the insertion of 
statements of interested parties. 

(The following letters were received by the subcommittee for in- 
corporation in the record :) 

UNITED STATES SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN COMMERCE, 
February 23, 1956. 
Hon. A. S. MrKE MONRONEY, 
Chairman, Aviation Subcommittee, 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 

DEAR SENATOR: In regard to certain statements made at a recent hearing of 
your Aviation Subcommittee in connection with Friendship International Air- 
port, I should like to bring to your attention the attached photostatic copy of a 
telegram from Mr. Carle A. Jackson, chairman, Airport Subcommittee of the 


Greater Baltimore Committee, Inc., and a photostatic copy of an editorial appear- 
ing in the January 14th issue of the Baltimore Sun. 

I believe that my advocacy of Friendship International Airport as the most 
reasonable and logical solution to the air-traffic situation in the Nation’s Capital 
is a matter of record, but additionally, I respectfully request that these enclosures 
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be brought to the attention of the subcommittee and also made a part of the 
record. 
Sincerely yours, 
JoHN MARSHALL BUTLER, 
United States Senator. 


BALTIMORE, Mp., Feb. 23, 1956. 
Hon. JOHN MARSHALL BUTLER, 


United States Senate: 


Testimony of Milton Arnold of Air Transport Association before Senate Avia- 
tion Subcommittee on Febraury 21 that Friendship is “already heavily in use 
serving Baltimore” needs immediate correction. Friendship is ideally located 
to serve both, repeat both, Baltimore and Washington areas and is available 
now without expenditure of $30 million at Andrews Field or $50 million at 
Burke, Va. Friendship will not reach capacity in foreseeable future due to 
excellent planning and construction. 

CARLE A. JACKSON, 
Chairman, Airport Subcommittee, 
Greater Balitimore Committee, Inc. 


{The Baltimore Sun, January 14, 1956] 


THE UNCONGESTED FRIENDSHIP AIRPORT 


Traffic congestion at some of the country’s major airports is by now an old 
story. This story is repeated in part in the latest report from a special Federal 
Government advisory group. But there is added the warning that there is also 
“critical congestion” along some of the major airways. 

The airways are the formally designated and clearly defined sky highways 
along which planes travel between airports. The advisory group reports planes 
passing within 100 feet of each other. Even a novice would readily agree that 
this is too close for comfort and safety. 

We have no suggestions to offer on decongesting the airways. Here is a 
problem for the experts and those who chart the travel lanes and regulate their 
use. But, as to the initial question, airport congestion, we do have something 
to offer on the situation in the Baltimore-Washington area. 

Washington’s National Airport has all the traffic it can handle. Sometimes 
it has too much traffic. The number of scheduled flights is not static, but 
increasing. While this is going on, our own Friendship International Airport 
has traffic far short of its capacity. 

The ready and easy answer to National’s congestion problem is Friendship. 
There is no need to build a new Washington airport at Burke, Va. There is no 
need to intermingle armed services flights and public transportation at Andrews 
Field. Friendly Friendship is available with open arms, open lobby and open 
runways; and it is close to both Washington and Baltimore, being just off 
the most modern Baltimore-Washington expressway. 


UNITED STATES SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN COMMERCE, 
March 7, 1956. 
Hon, A.S. M1iKe MONRONEY, 
Chairman, Aviation Subcommittee, 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 


DeaR MIKE: Supplementing my letter of February 23, I respectfully request 
that the attached statement of mine be included as a part of the record of the 
recent hearings of the Aviation Subcommittee concerned with the problem of 
airport facilities to serve the Nation’s Capital. 

This statement reflects a summation of views which I have repeatedly expressed 
in the Senate, before committees of the Senate, and elsewhere. It likewise con- 
firms my deep and abiding conviction that the solution of this problem is readily 
available in Friendship International Airport without placing an additional bur- 
(en on the taxpayer. 


Thank you so much ror any cooperation you might be able to render in this 
regard. 


Sincerely yours, 
JOHN MARSHALL BUTLER, United States Senator. 





304 STUDY OF CIVIL AERONAUTICS ADMINISTRATION 


STATEMENT BY SENATOR JOHN MARSHALL BUTLER, OF MARYLAND 


Mr. Chairman, it was very kind of you and the members of your subcommittee 
to afford me this opportunity to summarize formally, for the record, my views 
and feelings with respect to the long-standing controversy pertaining to suitable 
airport facilities to serve the Nation’s Capital. My position in this matter I 
believe, has been widely advertised. It has even been charged that my interest 
is solely one of promoting an expanded use of Friendship International Airport 
in nearby Maryland. Admittedly, to a degree, such is true. But, to me, of u 
larger importance in the national interest, is the search for an answer to a 
critical problem which transcends the borders of my great State. 

In the past several years I have given much study and attention to the problem 
of suitable airport facilities to serve the Baltimore-Washington vicinity and have 
been impressed by the general lack of appreciation of the seriousness of the situa- 
tion and by the many conflictimg opinions, as to an appropriate solution. 

Not only does this problem assume greater significance by reason of the mount- 
ing air transportation in and out of Washington, but the potential hazards at the 
National Airport must be recognized. Obviously, some alternate or sunplementi! 
urrangement must be established quickly in the national interest. 

Much confusion exists in the minds of the general public, and there seems to be 
a variety of proposals as to the manner in which the problem is to be solved. This 
climate of indecision must not be permitted to continue and the public is entitled 
to an exact and complete report as to the seriousness of the situation, what con- 
structive efforts are contemplated, and the immediate and eventual cost to the 
taxpayer. 

It would seem to me that, among others, this subcommittee might seek satis- 
factory clarification of the following questions: 

1. Does the Department of Commerce and the Civil Aeronautics Administra- 
tion plan for the construction of another airport in the Metropolitan Washington 
area’ If so, at what estimated cost? And when? 

2. In the event that some other airport is to be used for an interim period 
what would be the expected length of the period and what expenditures would 
be necessary to make such an airport usable by commercial aircraft? 

4. Consistent with the policy of unification, is it possible to consolidate any 
of the military air operations in and around Washington as a means of affecting 
further budgetary savings and relieving critical congestion ? 

t. Are there presently any funds available for any type of airport construction 

or airport improvements in the District of Columbia area? 
5. What is the extent of the congestion and safety hazards with regard to 
Washington National Airport, and have these conditions necessitated any cur 
tailment of operations and flights? What has been the pattern of these con- 
ditions in recent vears? 

6. What reasons preclude the use of Friendship International Airport, in 
which the Federal Government already has an investment of several million 
dollars? 

7. Are the airlines and the air traveling public opposd to the use of Friendship 
Airport? 

S. Does the Department of Commerce and the Civil Aeronautics Administra 
tion contemplate the construction of another runway at Washington National 
\irport? If so, where is it to be physically constructed? How much will it cos 

%. In all of this, what interpretation is to be applied to the March 16, 1955, 
recolumendation of the Presidential Advisory Committee designating Friendship 
International Airport as a supplementary facility? 

Friendship International Airport, which to me represents the logical answer to 
the dilemma, as embodied in each of these questions, was conceived and con- 
structed as a dream of the future. To me, it is one of the finest airports in the 
world, capable of development as one of our Nation’s greatest air centers. 

suilt at a cost of $15 million, $2 million which was supplied by the Federal 
Government, Friendship Airport could not be duplicated for less than $50 million 
at today’s prices. It was intended that the airport would serve as a regional 
facility to serve the Maryland and District of Columbia region. The real crux 
of the present controversy centers on these factors. 

From a finanacial standpoint, the Eisenhower administration, consistent with 
its expresssed objectives of reducing the astronomical costs of Government, has 
rejected applications for funds to construct another airport in the general area. 
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In the absence of Federal appropriations, I am confident that the State of 
Maryland, the Commonwealth of Virginia, and the District of Columbia will 
not jointly or separately furnish funds for such a facility. I am equally con- 
tident that the airlines, so accustomed as they are to the benevolence of the 
Government, are not disposed to build an airport on their own volition. 

Yet, in this atmosphere, a very serious situation exists at Washington. 
Especially in poor weather conditions, the situation becomes more acute. And, 
under such circumstances, the potential hazards automatically limit the num- 
ber of flights leaving and entering Washington National Airport. The traveling 
public must suffer, and in my judgment suffer needlessly. 

This mounting congestion must be alleviated as quickly as possible. As a 
dominant world power, it is absolutely essential that transportation and com- 
iwunications in and out of the Nation’s Capital be unexcelled. Yet, last year, 
Washington National Airport was not among the top 10 municipal airports in 
the number of plane arrivals and departures. Only a few miles away, one of 
the world’s finest airports was operated at less than 25 percent of capacity. 

Often, it has seemed that those who should be most directly concerned with 
the utilization of Friendship International Airport, only in the interest of 
economy, have allied themselves deliberately or otherwise, on the side of pro- 
crastination and backsliding. Believe me, I do not mean the great multitude 
of taxpayers who share the opinion that this airport must be, in the best Ameri- 
can traditions, a busy, self-sustaining enterprise. I, of course, refer to those 
officials of Government—Federal, State or local, representatives of the airlines, 
and a few misguided individuals who have set themselves against the march of 
progress. 

Some representatives of the airlines will argue most strenuously that Friend- 
ship cannot be considered as a solution to the problem because of the travel time 
and distance factor from Washington. Quite true, official tests have indicated 
that the time from Washington to Friendship is greater than the time from 
Washington to National Airport. By limousine, this normally means a 40-minute 
drive, 50 minutes in rush hours. However, I have made it my purpose to review 
these conditions as applying to other cities, and I find that this objection fades 
into nothing when one discovers that in 18 other well-known American cities 
the time factor is about the same or even greater. 

\ly position has consistently been that the problems surrounding the hazard- 
ous inadequacies of air transportation for the Nation’s Capital, and the entire 
area for that matter—must be resolved on a cohesive and coordinated basis, in 
the public interest, without thrusting additional burdens upon the taxpayers. 
‘To this end, I say most emphatically that the obvious answer is in the expanded 
use of the readily available Friendship International Airport. 

May I respectfully urge that the subcommittee give proper cognizance to the 
immediate ‘availability of an excellent airport—Friendship International Air- 
port. Yes, a facility which could at once solve this perservering dilemma and 
preclude a further drain on the public treasury. I beseech your favorable con- 
sideration of Friendship International Airport. 

‘hank you very much. 


BALTIMORE ASSOCIATION OF COMMERCE, 
AVIATION BUREAU, 
Baltimore, Md., Mareh 1, 1956. 
Hon. A. S. MIKE MONRONEY, 
Chairman, Senate Aviation Subcommittee, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

DEAR SENATOR MONRONEY: Although the hearings before the Senate Aviation 
Subcommittee on a supplementary airport for Washington have been completed, 
the Aviation Bureau of the Baltimore Association of Commerce is grateful for 
the opportunity of introducing information into the record. 

Regarding the recent report on a supplementary airport for Washington sub- 
mitted to the Senate Interstate and Ioreign Commerce Committee by the De- 
partment of Commerce—we believe that closer examination could have been 
given to Friendship International Airport. For that reason we are submitting 
our comment on that brief portion of the report which covers Friendship Airport. 

F. T. McHvan, Aviation Director. 
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STATEMENT BY AVIATION BUREAU, BALTIMORE ASSOCIATION OF COMMERCE, ON 
WASHINGTON SUPPLEMENTARY AIRPORT 


Friendship International Airport is willing and able to immediately take care 
of a substantial amount of Washington air traffic, irregardless of whether a new 
Washington airport is authorized. 

Greater use of Friendship as a terminal serving the Baltimore-Washington 
area would be advantageous to both cities and the surrounding territory under 
both present and future traffic conditions. 

The airline traftic of Washington and Baltimore could be so divided between 
the two airports as to relieve congestion at Washington National Airport and 
give improved service to the entire region. 

The above considerations should be seriously weighed before decision is made 
to construct a new Washington airport at Burke, requiring a huge outlay of 
public funds. 

In the recent Department of Commerce “Report on a Washington Supp!emen- 
tary Airport’, discussion of Friendship Airport is limited to one paragraph, A-3. 
The report lists three objections to Friendship Airport: 

1. “Since its (I'riendship’s) basic purpose is to serve the Baltimore area, only 
that portion of its capacity over and above that needed to serve local require- 
ments will be available for Washington traffic. The extent of such excess capac- 
ity will decrease with the growth of aviation and is, therefore, a temporary 
solution to the Washington problem.” , 

Comment.—In the recently released report of the aviation facilities study 
group to the Bureau of the Budget, Mr. Fred M. Glass, reporting on airports 
says: “But it is too often evident that airport planning is primarily based on 
local considerations, which in many instances, are not properly regulated to 
national objectives.” 

The Washington-Baitimore area should be considered as one region. Any 
airport not located with regard to the requirements of both cities is not in the 
public interest. 

Destinations of airline passengers departing from Washington National Air- 
port and Friendship Airport are quite similar, and rank in much the same order 
as to volume of traffic. (See enclosure “A”.) Baltimoreans bypass Friendship 
Airport to depart directly from National in order to take advantage of superior 
schedules and flights at that field. (See enclosure “B’.) By using the two 
airports—Washington National and Friendship—to serve the entire region, no 
special problems as to air travel service would be created. 

One major airline has already recognized the regional concept, regarding it 
as economically and operationally feasible. Pan American World Airways re- 
cently announced that they are prepared to serve the combined Washington- 
Baltimore area through Friendship Airport, if certificated by the CAB in the 
pending New York-Florida proceedings. (See enclosure “C’’.) 

Friendship Airport had a total of 132,280 airplane movements in 1955. Of 
these, 55,788 were practice or local flights. The balance, 37,281, were airline 
movements. This is far below the potential capacity of the Airport. The differ- 
ence between the total of 17,534 airline departures at Friendship Airport as 
compared to 82,093 at National Airport for fiscal 1955 points up this fact. 

2. ‘“‘Washington’s air trafiic is, and will remain predominantly short haul. 
This type of traffic is adversely affected by the excessive ground transportation 
distance and time involved.” 

Comment.—While commuting time between city and airport is important in 
short-haul flights, it decreases as the length of flight increases. Jt is not sug- 
gested that Friendship Airport be used for Washington’s short-haul flights. 

The commuting time of 47-53 minutes from downtown Washington to Friend- 
ship Airport is not unusual when compared with commuting time in other major 
cities. The expected commuting time from Washington to the proposed Burke 
site as compared to that from Washington to Friendship Airport is relatively 
minor. 

Each year new highways, bridges, and improved roads help bring Friendship 
Airport closer to Washington. For example, the completion of the Kenilworth 
Interchange on the Baltimore-Washington Parkway soon will bring Friendship 
Airport closer to many sections of the Eastern Washington metropolitan area. 

3. “Also, the East-West direction of the primary runway at Friendship, as 
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well as the location of the airport itself in reference to the Washington-New 
York heavily traveled airways, presents a traffic conflict situation which would 
be limiting to air travel not only to or from Friendship but enroute if an addi- 
tional heavy traffic load, such as is indicated for a Washington second airport, 
is imposed on this airspace.” 

Comment.—This objection by the Commerce Department is largely a matter 
of air-traffic control, handled principally by the approach control at Friendship 
Airport. It is a minor problem that can be solved with little difficulty. A graver 
problem in air-traffic control might exist at the proposed Burke Airport, which 
would be only 12 miles from National Airport. It would be likely to complicate 
and extend the complex traffic problem that now exists in the high density area 
surrounding Washington. ; 

As to the location of Friendship Airport in regard to the Washington-New York 
airways, it should be noted that the heavily-traveled low-frequency airways are 
gradually being replaced by the Victor airways. The location of these newer 
Washington-New York airways in relation to Friendship Airport are favorable 
from an air-traffic standpoint. 


ENCLOSURE A 


Runking destinations of conmercial air passengers departing from Washington, 
and from Baltimore—latest available CAB figures, September 1954 


Washington: Baltimore: 
1. New York City . New York City 
2. Chicago . Pittsburgh 
3. Boston . Chicago 
. Detroit . Boston 
5. Pittsburgh 5. Washington, D. C. 
. Norfolk . Cleveland 
. Los Angeles . Detroit 
8. San Francisco . Dayton 
9. Miami 9. Norfolk 
. Cleveland . Buffalo 
. Philadelphia . Louisville 
St. Louis 12. Columbus-Miami 
3. Atlanta 13. Rochester 
4. Dayton 14. Los Angeles 
5. Minneapolis 15. San Francisco 
. Richmond 16. St. Louis 
. Louisville 17. Richmond 
8. Buffalo-New Orleans 18. Atlanta-Charlotte 
. Columbus 19. Seattle 
. Milwaukee 20. Cincinnati 
21. Minneapolis 
22. New Orleans 
23. Milwaukee 


ENCLOSURE B 


Percent of passengers ticketed in Baltimore but boarding flights at Washington 
National Airport: 
Percent 
American 
Capital 
Eastern. 


Source: Local sales managers of the principal airline offices in Baltimore. 
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ENCLOSURE C 
[Baltimore Evening Sun, December 7, 1955] 
Pan Am To ASK RIGHT TO USE FRIENDSHIP 
(By Raymond Thompson) 


Pan American World Airways said today that it wants to serve the Baltimore- 
Washington area with domestic and international flights through Friendship 
International Airport instead of Washington’s air facility. 

The proposal is the first by a major airline that would elevate Friendship from 
its secondary role to Washington National Airport. It would also reverse the 
historic roles of the Washington and Baltimore fields by requiring District of 
Columbia air passengers to come here to board planes and permit Baltimore air 
travelers to enplane here instead of in Washington. 

Alvin P. Adams, vice president of the airline, said on an inspection trip here 
that Pan American plans to formally appeal to the Civil Aeronautics Board for 
a certificate to serve the two cities through the Baltimore airport. 


SERVICE TO LATIN AMERICA 


If granted, the certificate would provide not only domestic service but would 
enable PAA to offer 1 plane, 1 carrier service to Latin America and, possibly, to 
Europe. 

The airline, Mr. Adams said, is thinking of Washington and Baltimore in terms 
of a “single area” of about 3 million persons that can best be served by 1 airport. 

He cited as reasons for Pan American’s decision the progressive converging of 
the suburban areas of the two cities, the new Baltimore-Washington Expressway 
that reduces ground travel time, the unused capacity and better facilities at 
l‘riendship, the overburdened air traffic control at National and the plans to place 
jet aircraft into service in 1958. 


LOGICAL CHOICE 


In any comparison between Friendship and Washington National, he said, the 
Baltimore airfield is the “logical choice based on public convenience.” 

The airline’s proposal, he said, will be made next week in a written brief and 
in oral arguments before the CAB in the continuation of the Northeast Florida 
Route case proceedings. In these proceedings, eight airlines have applied for 
route certification to and from Boston and Miami. 

Pan American, which does not now serve either Baltimore or Washington, 
originally had asked, as did the other airlines, that Washington be named as a 
point on its proposed route between Boston and Miami. 


FOUR FLIGHTS DAILY 


But Mr. Adams told the Evening Sun today the airline would be willing to 
serve the Baltimore-Washington area through Friendship rather than National 
Airport, if certificated, because “it has everything for the service we proposed to 
operate.” 

He said that if the CAB grants the airline the route certificate, the airline 
would offer four passenger flights per day in each direction during the winter 
season. During the balance of the year there would be two flights in each 
direction. 

In addition, he said, the airline proposes twice-daily, all-cargo service in both 
directions.on that route. 

LATEST EQUIPMENT 


Pressed into passenger service on the route would be the latest DC—7B and 
DC-7C aircraft, supplemented by DC—6A or DC-4 all-cargo schedules. 

Later, in 1958, when Pan American places its jet aircraft fleet in service, Mr. 
Adams said, the airline will operate them on the east-coast route and into Friend- 
ship Airport, if the application in the case is granted. 

In the past, most of the major airlines have objected to using Friendship as a 
coterminal with Washington National, despite recommendations of a Presidential 
advisory committee. 
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CITES PUBLIC SERVICE 


Asked why the airline proposed to serve the Baltimore-Washington area 
through Friendship, Mr. Adams replied : 

“Pan American is a public-service organization. It is our duty to give the 
publie the best service which is economically feasible within the authorizations 
the CAB grants us. It is not, therefore, so much a matter of our willingness as 
it is Whether serving Friendship will give the best service to the travelers and 
shippers of the Baltimore-Washington area. 

“We think it will offer the best solution for the type of service Pan American 
proposes to render.” 

Mr. Adams said officials of his airline had reasoned that Baltimore and Wash- 
ington are less than 35 miles apart and the suburban areas of the 2 cities are 
progressively converging. 


CAN SUPPORT SERVICE 


“Within this single area are to be found about 3 million people who require 
and can support good air service,” he said. “However, it is not feasible with 
modern transport aircraft that fly 350 miles an hour to serve 2 airports within 
this area on a Single flight. 

“On the other hand, if flights are divided between Baltimore and Washington, 
this means much less frequent service for each city. It seems to us, therefore, 
that service to a single airport in the area will best serve the public. 

“IT am, of course, talking about long-haul flights such as Pan American pro- 
poses to provide, and we recognize that the situation is quite different with 
respect to short-haul flights where it is often necessary to provide service through 
more than one airport in an area.” 


HIGHWAY FACILITIES 


Mr. Adams also pointed out that there are only 2 commercial airports in the 
Baltimore-Washington area—Friendship and National—and that the new high- 
way facilities make it easier for most of the population in the area to get to 
Friendship than to National. 

“Certainly Friendship offers the best possible answer to the requirements of 
travelers and shippers living in and around Baltimore,” he said. ‘Similarly, for 
those in the northern Washington area it is easier for them to get to Friendship 
as to fight all the way through Washington and across the Potomac. 

“With present highway facilities you can get from downtown Washington to 
Friendship in from 40 to 55 minutes, depending on traffic conditions, and with 
further modernization of highway facilities leading out of Washington, this time 
could be materially reduced.” 


GROUND TIME IS FACTOR 


“Even present ground time, however, is reasonably good for long-haul pas- 
sengers going to Miami, to Latin America, or across the Atlantic, and compares 
quite favorably with ground time to most major airports. For cargo, the differ- 
ential is no consideration.” 

He added that while National Airport is “overburdened,” Friendship has 
“material unused capacity.” 

Looking ahead to the days of jet operation, Mr. Adams said National Airport’s 
use for jet aircraft is definitely limited while Friendship’s 10,000-foot instru- 
ment runway, unobstructed approaches, wise zoning regulations, and good ter- 
Ininal facilities are better suited to jets. 


BEYOND MIAMI 


Mr. Adams said further that flight southward out of Friendship would not 
terminate in Miami, “as do the services of the present carriers.” 

“Pan American operates an extensive network of routes out of the Miami 
gateway radiating to all parts of Latin America,” he said. 

“If granted an east-coast route, the Pan American aircraft serving Friendship 
would continue beyond Miami to the principal Latin American destinations, thus 
providing for the first time 1-carrier and 1-plane service between the Baltimore- 
Washington area and Latin America. 

“Friendship would truly become an international port of the air.” 





310 STUDY OF CIVIL AERONAUTICS ADMINISTRATION 


Admitting that Pan American had failed to exercise its rights under a certifi- 
cation to serve Baltimore from 1946 through 1952 on its transatlantic services, Mr. 
Adams said the great increase in air travel has changed this picture. 


POINTS TO OCEAN SERVICE 


“It may thus be that the time is approaching when Pan American can again 
provide transatlantic service to the Baltimore-Washington area,” he said. 

‘“* * * a very important point to bear in mind is that if Pan American receives 
an east-coast certificate in this case * * * it can immediately combine this authori- 
zation with its present transatlantic authorization, to give Baltimore through 
1-plane, 1-carrier transatlantic service. 

“There will be no need to wait for traffic to develop, for, with the two author- 
izations combined, there will be plenty of traffic. Similarly, there will be no 
need to wait for the completion of other lengthy certificate proceedings.” 


(Whereupon, at 11:45 p. m., Monday, February 20, 1956, the sub- 
committee adjourned, subject to call of the Chair.) 
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TUESDAY, FEBRUARY 21, 1956 


Unirep Srates SENATE, 
CoMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND ForEIGN COMMERCE, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON AVIATION, 
Washington, D.C. 
The subcommittee met, pursuant to call, at 2:30 p. m., in room G—16, 
the Capitol, Washington, D. C., Senator A. S. Mike Monroney, chair- 
man of the subcommittee, presiding. 
Present: Senators Monroney, Payne, Schoeppel, and Magnuson. 
Senator Monroney. The Subcommittee on Aviation of the Inter- 
state and Foreign Commerce Committee will be in order. 
The record will show that Senator Payne is here and the chairman 
and Senator Schoeppel will be here momentarily. 
The first witness we have is Capt. J. D. Smith, regional air safety 
chairman of the Air Line Pilots Association. 
Will you please step forward, Mr. Smith? May I apologize to you 
and the other witnesses for being late, but I was trying to save a 


Navy aviation base in Oklahoma, which has a rather high priority. 
We appreciate your ¢ re we 


bss ould you object to being sworn ? 
Captain Sar. No, sir. 

Senator Monroney. Do you solemnly swear the testimony you are 
about to give in this case is the truth, the whole truth, and nothing 
but the truth, so help you, God ? 

Captain Smiru. I do. 

Senator Monroney. Thank you, sir. You may be seated and pro- 
ceed in your own way. 

The purpose of this hearing at this stage, as you know, is primarily 
on the Washington airport situation. We have before us the recom- 
mendation of the Civil Aeronautics Administration, under its present 
management through the Department of Commerce, suggesting the 
joint use of Andrews Field for intermixture of jet, militar y, and civil- 
ian transports. 

Senator Payne. Well, Mr. Chairman, let’s have the record straight. 
If I understood the hear ings correctly, they did present that, but they 
also presented the possibility of Burke as well, and, as I remember, 
asked for the direction of this committee with reference to which one 
this committee felt was the most desirable, and that led to my wanting 
you to call witnesses from the Pilots Association and also the Air 
Force to determine what the status might be with regard to Andrews 
in order that a case might be built here. 

Senator Monronry. Well, I don’t want to get into an argument 
with my colleague, but as I read the report, it is 90 percent Andrews 
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and 10 percent maybe we will look at Burke later, but there is no use 
arguing about it. 

You may proceed, Captain Smith. Do you have a prepared state- 
ment ¢ 

Captain Smiru. No, sir. 

Senator Monronrey. May I start out by inquiring whether or not 
you fly in and out of the Washington National Airport frequently ? 


TESTIMONY OF CAPT. J. D. SMITH, REGIONAL AIR SAFETY 
CHAIRMAN, AIR LINE PILOTS ASSOCIATION 


Captain Smrru. I do. 

Senator Monroney. Would you generally say that the present 
traffic conditions over the Was shington National Airport are satis- 
factory, there is plenty of room, and no congestion exists ? 

Captain Suiru. I think, sir, vse I was down at the hearing hbe- 
fore you gentlemen in July, was a situation of attempting to 
squeeze a quart into a pint, 48 the condition is still the same. 

Senator Monroney. It has gotten no better ? 

Captain Smiru. No, sir. 

Senator Monroney. And will get no better under the present con 
ditions at Washington National Airport! 

Captain Smrrn. I can’t see it getting any better, sir. 

Senator Monroney. About 3 or 4 more trunklines have been certifi- 
c mee to serve Washington in the last 60 days, have they not ? 

Captain Ssarn. That is correct. I believe some of the carriers are 
presently operating into the Washington area. Their routes have 
been extended, which, in effect, will mean that the demand for the use 
of the airport will be greater. 

Senator Monroney. And some of these lines cannot put the schedules 
they desire into the Washington airport because of congestion and 
lac k of space in which to load and unload, is that correct ? 

Captain Suirn. I think the best way 1 could answer that, Senator, 
is that I do know that the operations into some of our high density 
airports are predicated on the traflic-control system. The carriers 
would like to better serve the area but they are resticted because of 
the traffic-control and : airport problem. 

Senator Monroney. So it is your considered opinion, based on years 
of flying into Washington, that it is continually getting worse instead 
of better, and that the dangers inherent in the overcrowded trafic 
pattern are such as to cause alarm to you, as regional safety chairman?! 

Captain Suaru. Yes. 

Senator Monronry. How long have you had that position, Captain 
Smith ¢ 

Captain Suir. Six or seven years. The duties of that office cover 
the 15 Northeastern States. 

ee itor Monroney. You have most of the high density traffic? 

Captain Sairn. We have most of the headac hes. 

“i itor Monroney. What run do you fly? 

Captain Smirn. I fly with Capital Airlines, I can fly anywhere 
between New York-New Orleans, New York—Minneapolis, or New 
York-Chicago, or eastward from those areas into the Washington 
area. We do have tr ip sequences of that nature. 
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cape itor Monroney. But your regular run is where? 

Captain Sarrn. It is not that static, sir. It is in all directions at all 
ditferent times. 

Senator Monroney. The proposal contained in the recommendation 
of the Commerce Department over the signature of Secretary Weeks 
is for the joint use and intermixture at Andrews Air Force Base, even 
though its present capacity is used by the military, and suggests that 
if this airport were developed with additional taxiways and runways, 
its capacity would be sufficiently great that with the normal military 
activities associated with this community there would still be sufficient 
capacity to accommodate the civilian use of that airport, as well as 
military, perhaps through 1980. 

As you know, joint civil and military operations are day by day 
being adequately carried on throughout other airports of the country 
quite successfully. Would you like to comment on the safety feature 
as to the intermixture of jet tactical aircraft and civilian transports 
of the airlines 4 

Captain Smirit. It has been our position, Senator, since the in- 
ception or the expansion of the joint use philosophy that we do not 
believe this type of activity is in the interests of safety. We oppose, 
particularly in high density areas, joint use airports. 

Senator Monroney. By that you mean if you have only 1 or 2 
<cheduled airline flights in a day, that there is not the ae 
danger of going into a field in joint use, as there is when you have 
50 or 100 schedules a day and a crowded airspace condition existing 
over an airport ¢ 

Captain Smiru. That is correct. I think an example could be 
vained from the airline operation at the Greater Pittsburgh Airport, 
and that at Youngstown, Ohio. They are both in effect joint use 
wrports. The joint usage at Youngstown does not have any adverse 
effect on our operation. However, the tr: aining flights conducted 
at the Greater Pittsburgh Airport, together with the high volume 
of airline traffic have caused quite a few incidents. 

Senator Monroney. Pittsburgh is nowhere near as congested 
the Washington Airport, is it? 

Captain Smiru. Not quite, no, sir. 

Senator Monroney. I mean as to schedules a day or airlines serv- 
ing them. 

Captain Smiru. It is not as active, no, sir. 

Senator Monroney. And I would not expect the activity of the 
mihtary training flights to be as active as Andrews is. It is sup- 
4-0 to be one of the busiest military airports in the country. 

Captain Smrrx. I could only hazard a guess on that, Senator. 

Senator Monronry. Do you feel that the intermixture of jet tac- 
tical aircraft is incompatible with the safety of operation of a civil- 
li i passenger transport plane ? 

Captain Smirn. By reference to the jet aircraft, are you including 
ull the military jets or the pursuit type aircraft 

Senator Monronry. Well, an intermixture. Of course, there are 
very few jet transport type now available. Eventually there per- 
haps will be, but as I undertand it, at Andrews you have a mixture of 
P-47’s and perhaps most of the rest are your rather hot jet fighters. 1 
am not familiar with that. We will have the Air Force later testify 
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as to what types of planes are based there, if it is not a classified matter. 
But certainly it would seem to me that it would present a far more 
difficult problem for the pilot coming in to be intermixed with planes 
of nearly supersonic speed and with those flying all the way from 150 
miles an hour in a DC-3 up to 330 miles an hour in a DO-6. 

I don’t know the speed of your Viscounts. 

Captain Smiru. Somewhat slower than a DC-7. If I understand 
you correctly, Senator, the point that you are making is the undesir- 
ability of mixing airline traffic with tactical jet t aicraft at a joint-use 
airport / 

Senator Monroney. Yes. 

Captain Smirn. We don’t believe that results in a safe operation. 
We have had numerous incidents, for example, due to the fact that 
when the military goes into an airport, because of their equipment 
requiring additional runway length, they will oftentimes lengthen 
one runway. We are required to use runways most alined into the 
wind and are following this Federal regulation together with the 
military’s ability to utilize only one runway, oftentime results in cross 
runway operations, mixed traflic patterns, and it presents quite a 
difficult problem to us in the air. 

Senator Monronry. Now coming into Andrews, you, of course. 
flying into this area are familiar with air traflic patterns / 

Captain Smirn. Yes. 

Senator Monroney. Would not the approach to Andrews be very 
close to the Patuxent highly experimental and tactical base for the 
Navy, in that vou would not only be intermixing civilian aueraft at 
the landing point at Andrews, but you would also be flying danger- 
oulv close to the hot traffic of Patuxent ? 

Captain Smiru. I think that that could be possible. However, the 
experience of the controllers that are doing the radar monitoring 
around here, which is the primary tool in this air, probably could 
cover that more completely. 

Offhand I would Say reo.” 

Senator Monroney. That there would be some danger there? 

Captain Smrrx. Well, the reason I am somewhat hesitant is I can’t 
have a Vv " id idea of how many movements we are talking about. If 
we take the amount of traffic that wants to use the airport, I would 
say very definitely. 

Senator Monroney. You are talking of civilians? 

Captain Smirn. Yes, sir. 

Senator Monroney. And there is no ceiling at all on how much mili- 
tary would use it. Isn’t it your experience that whatever the needs 
of te civilian aircraft are, they must give way to the military ? 

Captain Sairrn. That is a running battle. Sometimes we win. 
Sometimes we lose. 

Senator Monronry. Would you expect, in your experience, that if 
the civilian aircraft were on Andrews by tolerance or reluctant per- 
mission of the air forces, that the control of the field would then be in 
civilian hands and under CAA technicians, radarmen / 

Captain Smirn. I would assume so. However, with the way things 
are going these days, I would have no assurance. 

Senator Monroney. You are referring to this Langley Field take- 
over by the Air Force? 
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Captain Smiru. Well, that is one of them. 

Senator MonroneEy. That has caused commercial pilots considerable 
worry, has it not ? 

Captain Smiru. Well, it has just completely reduced the advantage 
of air traffic to Patrick Henry Airport, which is a 100 percent civil 
airport. 

Senator Monroney. Explain to us how that works. 

Captain Smiru. Well, the CAA has delegated the approach control 
facilities serving the Patrick Henry Airport, which is a civil airport, 
to the Langley Rapcon. The Langley Rapcon, in effect, provides 
[FR separation of civil traffic operating into the Patrick Henry Air- 
port. This was brought about even though the CAA facility at Nor- 
folk Municipal Airport had the machinery and has been for quite a 
period performing that same service. 

Due to the various routings that resulted in this package deal of 
delegating the authority of the Langley Rapcon, our 16-mile trip from 
Norfolk municipal to Patrick Henry during IFR weather today is 
oftentimes requiring more than an hour flight time. Consequently 
we can either go down there and delay our operations in that particu- 
lar area, overfly the facility and, in effect, disrupt air transportation 
service to that community in Newport News. 

Senator Monronery. You go under Rapcon control, which means the 
regular personnel of the Air ‘Force, then, when you get into the vicinity 
of Patrick Henry; is that correct 4 

Captain Smira. That is correct. 

Senator Monroney. But do you have to go through that to get to 
= folk? Do you go under Air Force control there? 

Captain Samira. ‘Presently they are trying to work out a route 
where on our nonstop southbound from W ashington to Norfolk we 
can bypass the Langley Rapcon area. 

On our nonstop the altitude is high enough so that we can bypass the 
Rapcon area on the nonstop from Washington to Norfolk. “Our big 
problem is getting our aircraft into Patrick Henry Airport. 

Senator Monronegy. But if the military are so conscious of their 
right to control airspace nearby Langley, would it not be reasonable 
to assume that in a base as vital as Andrews there would be quite a 
lot of hassleing going on as to who would be in charge of the air- 
traftic control of that field ? 

Captain SmirH. Well, we believe, Senator, that the Civil Aeronau- 
ties Act is quite clear and explicit as to outlining what agency is re- 
sponsible for the control of the traffic, regardless of whether it is 
milits ary, private, or commercial. 

I would hope that the condition whereby there would be a hassle for 
jurisdiction in this particular area, I would hope I would never live 
to see it. 

Senator Monronkty. You hope there is civil control over the fields 
we which you are landing; is that it? 

Captain Smirn. Well, the traffic-control system, for many reasons, 
should be controlled by one agency. This includes both our peace- 
time operation and our w artime operation. Any time you start in 
setting up little pieces of pie at various places throughout the country 
and make it mandatory to effect numerous coor dinations from one 
sector to another, all through the United States, we can have nothing 
but an ineffective traflic-control system. 
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Senator Monroney. We had testimony from Mr. Rothschild yester- 
day to the effect that 2 airports would be safer than 3. I hope I am 
not. misstating that. 

Senator Payne. I think that is right. 

Senator Monroney. It was my impression that his reasoning, which 
[ couldn't quite follow, was that since you were going to have flying 
at Andrews Field anyway, and that you were going to have flying 
at Washington National Airport, that the addition of a third airport 
would be harder to control, it would be more difficult to keep the traffic 
straight—I hope I am summarizing him correctly—it would be more 
difficult with the 3 airports to keep the traffic straight than to have only 
~ airports. 

That was one of his reasons given in support of, shall we say, the 
alternate recommendation of jomt use of Andrews for civilian and 
military planes. Would ths at be in line with your experience ? 

Captain Smirn. No sir; I just reached down here to take out a 
couple of charts. I think it might be appropraite to point out that 
we have three high-density airports in the New York area. We 
handle approximately—I am not sure of these figures—at the 3 air- 
orts, somewhere in the neighborhood of 24,000 to 25,000 movements 
amonth. While we are not satisfied with the efficiency with which the 
traflic is moved, the element of danger is not existent in the movement 
of the traffic. 

Senator Monroney. In other words, you literally build a wall be- 
tween the 3 flight patterns, do you not, so you can separate each of 
these oo withholding points to where your traflic over the 3 
would be dispersed, coming in at different altitudes, and separated 
in : very adequate and very workable way ¢ 

Captain Smirx. That is right; particularly with the implementa- 
tion of the knowledge of traffic control. 

Senator Payne. May I make a point there, Mr. Chairman ? 

Senartor Monroney. Please do. 

Senator Payne. That is the point I wanted to clear up. The loca- 
tion of the three airports in the New York area—would you say that 
they are comparable insofar as closeness within range as to Andrews, 
National Airport, and the one that we have been talking about in the 
Burke area; im other words, would it be relatively the same ? 

Captain SmirH. Yes; LaGuardia to Idlewild is 9 miles; Newark to 
LaGuardia is 14. Washington to Andrews is 12, and I believe—I 
don’t have the exact sighting of the Burke airport, but I believe it 
would be about—— 

Senator Monronry. About §, isn’t it / 

Captain Smrru. Well, I don’t know, from center of airport to center 
of airport. I know the general area down there. But I would say 
it was approximately the same; yes, sir. 

Senator Monronry. You would probably have a little more air- 
space down here on account of the directional features than you would 
In _ New York area? 

Captain Smirn. That could be. 

Senator Monronry. You are not quite as congested in airspace 
from other sections here as you would be in New York; is that correct! 

Senator Monroney. Because you can’t hold over the ocean at New 
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Captain Smrru. Well, we don’t have any equipment out there. 

Senator Payne. What is the comparable amount of use by the mil- 
itary of the three airports in the New York area as it would relate to 
the comparable use in this area, granting the fact that both of them 
perhaps would be somewhat similar insofar as their relative locations 
ap nigral 

Captain Smirn. I am not quite sure I follow you, Senator. Are 

vou referring to the present operation ¢ 
* Senator Payne. Yes; let’s take the three airports in New York. 
You are talking now about International, LaGuardia and Newark; is 
that correct ¢ 

Captain Smiru. Yes, s 

Senator Payne. Now si much would the military operations, in 
connection with those three airports, compare with the military oper- 
ations as they presently exist in the Washington area, gr anting the 
fact that, let us say, if one was established at Burke there would be no 
military on it? 

aptain Smira. The only military oper ations L know of in the New 

Yo k are aare at Newark Airport, which is the National Guard, which 
| believe is being relocated. I baliees also that the military have 
directives nesldbaing tie tise of the three airports in New York except 
\! r certain conditions 

senator Payne. So there you would have, In effect. a more favor- 
able situation, actually, for commercial operation than you would on 
three bases located in this area, where vou hive got the intermixture 
of military and civilian; is that right / 

Captain Smira. No; 1 don’t quite think so, Senator. The reasons 
behind the military banning their flights into the New York area is 
beyond me. I don’t know why it is. I could hazard a guess but J 


don believe it Is ot any importance, The potential abilit ol the 
traflic-control system in the New York area is eae h that it could hy indle 
a high percent iwe of military operations if they so cared to use it. 
Senator Payne. That is what I wanted to get at. 
a ptain SMITH. The Sale Way down here. The area down here 1s 


better able to handle an increase in traffic due to the better traftie- 
control system potential down here. They are actually more efficient 
down here than they are in the New York area. 

Senator Monronry. Senator Schoeppel, do you have any questions / 

Senator ScnorrreL. Mr. Smith, did T understand vour testimony a 
while ago to say that vou think the ultimate would be to have a se p- 
arat anes for jets and a separate wirport for commercial pl nes ¢ 

Captain Smirn. No, sir. 

Senator Scnorrrer. To what extent, then, would you permit inter 
mixture ? 

( aptein Saiti. I think the primary factor in determining—and 
even if there should be a need for oper iting aircraft into various ” 
ports, should be the ability of the aircraft’s performance, not whethie 
it is a jet or whether it is a turboprop or ene itisa piston engine 
areraft. If the aircraft is capable of following the normal antici- 

pated traffic flow, there is no reason why that aircraft can’t be accom- 
a ae airport. 
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as concerns the joint-use airports, as we are 


Our primary problem, 
knowing them today, gets into the problem of training, GCA practice 


approaches. overhead-type approaches, tlame-out approaches, and 
operational matters, such as that, that are done in the immediate vi- 
If those airplanes took off and got out of the 


cinity of the airport. 
inactive airport, we probably wouldn't 


area and went to some fairly 
have any problem. 

Senator ScuHorrren. I was interested because I have just called for 
the trans _—e On page 684, Mr. Rothschild, in answer to a question 
by the chairman of the committee said: 








I have attempted to point out to you, sir, that all military bases today have 
an intermixture of several kinds of traflic, ranging, on muny of them, from 
traffic as slow as helicopter traffic to as fast as the hottest jets we have. 

Civil airports, to a substantial number, are also being used jointly by civil 
and military users, and the same thing is happening there. When civil jets are 
added to the pattern, it will only be am addition in degree, because the fun a 
mentals exist today and have for some time. 


Do vou generally agree with that? 

Captain Smira. The fundamentals have existed for some time as 
concerns What, Senator? I didn’t follow you, 

Senator ScnorrreL. During the testimony Senator Monroney asked 


this question. I will go back over it: 


Senator Monroney. The advance being only in the joint use of jet planes and 
colonels practicing their flVing on Andrews and the intermixture of that which 
‘present capacity is substantially used by the military 
60-passenger planes into that red-hot traffic pattern 
aireraft at all times of the day and night. Do 


your report says Andrews 
today, and then bring these 
and intermingling jets and civil 
you think that is sound safety planning’? 

Mr. RoruscuHivp. I attempted to point out to you, sir, that all military Dases 
today have an intermixture of several kinds of traffic, ranging, on many of them 
from trathe as slow as helicopter traffic to as fast as the hottest jets we have 


Then he goes on: 
Civil airports, to a substantial number, are also being used jointly by civil and 
military users, and the same thing is happening there. When civil jets are 
ded to the pattern, it will only be an addition in degree, because the funda 









mentals exist today and have for some time. 


Chen Senator Monroney goes on: 





Is it the position, then, of the Department of Commerce that more intermix- 
ture of jet military and civilian is goo! for air traffic safety? 

Mr. RorHscHILp. Within the capacity of the air space and airports and the 
control apparatus, we see no difliculty in handling an admixture of traffic. 





[ was wondering what your judgment factor would be on that. 

Captain Saren. Well, I think it would be appropriate, Senator, to 
oint out that the present tactical aircraft of the military—and it 
should be understood I ami no expert, 1 have flown some jets, and I 
have done some work on traffic control problems at various operational 
levels. I would not consider the manner in which the military fly 
their present tactical aircraft as being compatible with the traflic 
contre] system we have at some of these joint-use airports. 

At many locations there are prescribed individual procedures held 
in abevance for these aircraft to accept them into the airport, and 
when their presence is known and they have to land, that stops our 
operation until their aircraft are on the ground. Now when you get 
into the jet airline oper: ation, that alrer: “att will be « dispatched con 


siderably different. It will have to have certain fuel requirements. 
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will have to have certain maneuverability, performancewise, it will 
have to be capable of operating into a high density airport along with 
the other aircraft. 

Senator Scuorprent, Well, then, I would like to have your views 
with reference to congestion here in the ,Washington area. ‘To what 
extent would you allow the intermixture ? 

Do you pilots have a kind of percentage factor? I am not talking 

hout the emergency type of weather now that we may have which we 

| know creates emergencies that have to be met. But what do you 
ae a safe factor? 

Captain Smirn. Of intermingling? 

Senator SCHOEPPEL. Yes. 

Captain Smirn. I would say, once again, Senator, the ability to 
adhere to the proposed traffic flow covering the airport. That covers 
a lot of things. It covers fuel requirements, the ability to maneuver 
at slower speeds, airborne navigational equipment, which is one of the 
iv problems of joint use of airports. Oftentimes the military pilot 
is operating with one airborne receiver. I take my hat off to him. 
1 don’t know how he gets where he is going half of the time. If you 
have the airborne equipment and the ability of your aircraft to adhere 
to the way traffic is being moved, you can mix your jet transport and 
a piston-engine airplane. However, our present operation doesn’t 
permit that. We can’t take a single-engine tactical fighter and bring 
him in over an outer fix at 15 or 16 thousand and ladder him down 
{000 feet at a time with the rest of the traffic. He has to be given the 
opportunity to get down right away. It doesn’t necessarily have to be 
an emergency condition or a low-weather condition, just an IFR 
operation, 

We can have a 3,000-foot ceiling and we still are faced with the same 
problem. ‘That atfects us from an airline standpoint in that it holds 
up the movement and the flow of traflic in the particular area until that 
aircraft has been taken care of. 

Senator Scnorrren. Then to that extent, you would say that possibly 
m y shouldn't use the same airport 

aptain SmirH. Once again, provided the aircraft is capable of 
fol ving the traffic flow. Maybe this will clear up the point you are 
getting at, Senator. I don’t believe we can mix airline traflic at 
Andrews Air Force Base with the amount of contempk ited military 
traflic anc + the amount of proposed increase in airline traffic 

Senator ScHoerreL. Now, would you run into that same diffic ulty 
in some airports if we go to the jet transports for civilian use 

Captain Smrrn. No, sir, because the jet airliner will have to have 
the capability of blending into the existing traflic control system. It 
will have to have the fuel range that the present tactical aircraft do 
hot possess. 

Senator Payne. In other words, it is the difference between the so- 
called tactical and the so-called civilian transport use / 

Captain Smiry. That is right. There are many refinements that 
will be made to the boeing rive for exaiuple, over the B-47 to tak 

fare of circumstances just as Tam pointing out here. There are some 
point sof improvement that will be applied to the aircraft that we w : 
fly: performancewise and operation: uly, we will have the benefit of t] 
Years of experience that the military has had on it. 
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Senator Magnuson. One is built for one thing and the other is built 
for another thing. 

Captain Samiti. That is correct. 

Senator Magnuson. And your civilian airports are designed to 
bring in and take out civilian planes designed for civilian use? 

Captain Smirn. That is right. 

Senator MaGnuson. The military rules and military airports are 
designed to take in tactical y-lanes built for a different thing? 

Captain Saari. That is right. We still have the moral responsibi- 
lity of providing the safest transportation from airport A to airport 
B, and we could not operate equipment in the manner that the military 

can because of that point. They have a tactical requirement and their 
standards are over here. 

Our requirements are different and they are over here. 

Senator ScHorpret. Now, believe me, I am interested in this safety 
factor, too. I ride the airlines a lot. When vou fellows don’t want to 
fly, 1 don’t want to fly. But you testified here awhile ago that you 
were experienceing some very grave difficulties in, say, the military 
handling some of the tower matters in there. Did I understand vou to 
to say that you think they ought to be strictly on the civilian side in any 
of these airports where they are allowing intermixture / 

C: aptain Smith. That is right: yes, sir, That is our position, We 
believe—that isn’t only our po sition, that is the eae that Congress 
stated very clearly in the Civil Aeronautics Act of 1938, as amended. 

Senator Scrorrren. T want to get this point into the record. T want 
to be sure we nail this thing down. You fellows are on the flying end 
of this and you have the experience and the technical training behind 
you. i can offer some pretty potent wuid: ance for those of us here 
who are called on to exercise responsibility with reference to certain 
‘oilseeds recommendations. We report to the full committee and then 
to the Senate proper. 

Captain Sairn. T might point out, Senator, that as concerns the 
Langley RAPCON, the area delegated to the Langley RAPCON was 
handled from the Norfolk Municipal Airport for a long period of 
time. We had no problem with it. There were no unsafe operations 
down cones. The traflic flow, on the whole, was pretty good. We 
can’t understand why out of a clear sky they take this piece of pie and 
transfer it over to military control. We would have no objection 
whatsoever to the CAA operating a facility and utilizing military per- 
sonnel under their jurisdiction. 

We have done that before in the centers. We have done it in towers 
and in many areas it is only because of the utilization of the — ary 
manpower that we were : able to get through some long periods of in- 
clement weather. It has worked out there fine. 

Senator Scnorpren. Now can you tell this committee whether you 
have had or experienced any difficulty in any other areas, other than 
~~ one you just testified to? 

aptain Smari. Well, to my knowledge, this is the only RAPCON 
ths has been set up wherein the j yur isdiction for approach control has 
been designated to the military, and such authority covers operation 
into a strictly civil airport. 

Senator Monroney. Did you have a question, Senator Magnuson! 

Senator Magnuson. Maybe this has been covered: 
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Take the jets like the Boeing 707 and all of the jets that are on order 
for the commercial lines, will that require more runways, longer 
runways ¢ 

Captain Smiru. Yes, sir. 

Senator Magnuson. How much longer, approximately ? 

Captain Smiru. We have been trying to get an answer. 

Senator Magnuson. Let’s take W ashington, for example. 

Captain Smirn. Do you mean is Washington adequate / 

Senator Magnuson. Yes, sir. 

Captain Smiru. No, sir. 

Senator Magnuson. It is not? 

Captain Smiru. No, sir. The approximate figures we can get, and 
you have to bear in mind these airer: aft are getting bigger every di Ly. 
The manufacturers will give you a figure one day and a week later 
they will have a revised figure. It would appear that 10,000 feet on 
a coast-to-coast operation will be the minimum. 

“se nator Magnuson. That will be the minimum, 10,000? 

Captain Smirn. As we know the airplane today, Senator, and as I 
say, it is getting bigger and bigger every day. 

Senator Magnuson. So we are going to have to make some improve- 

ents out here anyway to take of the incoming commercial-line jets / 

Captain Sarrn. Yes, sir. 

Senator Magnuson. Runway improvements. 

Captaim Sairu. I believe not only at this airport, but practically 

ery airport in the United States. 

Senator Magnuson, Practically all of them ? 

Captain Swirn. Yes. 

Senator Monrongey. What length runway does Andrews have? 

Captain Smirx. I believe the last I heard they have one over there 
comewhere in the neighborhood of 12.000 feet. 

enator Monronry. One runway that length ? 

aptain Samira. Iam not sure. We don’t operate over there. 

Senator MonrongEy. You don’t get any nearer there than you have 
to ¢ 

Captain Surrnu. That is right. 

se nator Monroney. Commerce recommends putting you together 

anding and everything else. 

i iin Surry. We have had discussions with them before. 

Senator Magnuson. How long are the runways at the naval base 
‘ ie evel 

Captain Suir. Tam not familiar with that, sir. We don’t oper- 
ate there. LT could check it and find out for sure. 

Senator Magnuson. Does the Army use that at all? 

aptain Suiru. [L wouldn't know. 

Senator Magnuson. It is just Navy, as far as you know ? 

Captain Smirir. 1 would only be hazarding a guess, Senator 

Senator MaGnuson, That is just a naval base ? 

Colonel Kenny. Yes. Andrews is 7,500. 

Senator MAGNUSON. now far is that base away ? 

Colonel Keniy. 20 or 23 miles, 

Senator MAaGNUson. \V e might move you fellows down there. 

Senator Monroney. I think we would stand a better chance of 
getting Andrews away from the Russians. Assuming that the run- 
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way at Andrews is only 7,500 feet, then we would still be putting 
another $30 million into an oe solete field. 

Senator Macnuson. They have plenty of space down there. 

Senator Monroney. At Andrews? 

Senator Magnuson. No, Patuxent. 

Senator Monroney. We aren’t talking about Patuxent. We are 
talking about Andrews. 

Senator Macnuson. I am talking about moving them down there. 

Senator Monroney. 7,500 is just about right for a DC-T or a Vis- 
count. Most of our standard fields I know “have been lengthened to 

a feet to take care of your heavier DC-6’s and DC—7’s. 

Captain Suirn. There is a program under way to do that, thanks 
to your help, Senator. 

Senator Monroney. Well, I hope we have a little more of that. 
In connection with what Senator Schoeppel was saying, I hap- 
pened to be listening to the radio last week driving across my State 
and the man was giv ing a report on 34 high school students that had 
been flown nonstop from Oklahoma City to Pensacola, Fla. He 
mentioned they had a nice trip down there but were held over the 
field 2 hours because the fog was coming in and the airport was 
closed until all of the tactical pl: anes—and I presume they were jets— 
had been brought in to land, and that, of course, to save life, is 
certainly the proper thing to do. 

But the tactical planes rarely have the reserve gas capacity to join 
in the stack and wait their time in landing, so many times they would 
have to cut through the stack in bad weather and be brought in im- 
mediately, would the vy not? 

Captain Srriu. Yes, sir, there is no doubt they have a need for 
a high priority due to the limits of their aircraft. 

Senator Monronry. Being concerned not only with safety for 
airline passengers, but safety of military personnel, which is ex- 
tremely important, too, would the intermixture at Andrews Air Force 

sase work to a disadvantage of both the service and the public? 

Captain Smirn. That is correct. 

Senator Monronry. And as you say, as your jet transports come 
into being and you get the use of those with other transport planes, 
it will offer no unusual problem because they will be brought down 
to landing speeds and approach controls th: at. would be pretty much 
within the limits of what other comparable civilian aircraft would 
m: mae is that not true? 

Captain Sairn. That is right. I might point out that on the 
Viscount that is exactly the way the turboprop aircraft has been 
worked into our existing traffic flow. 

Senator Monronry. Coming downwind in a traffic pattern, what is 
the speed of your DC—6, we will say, as you’re coming in for a landing 
on the downwind leg? 

Captain Sara. On a downwind landing? 

Senator Monronry. On the downwind leg, to get ready to make 
spe turn. 

Captain Sairu. I think a figure to cover all our aircraft in the 
vicinity around the airport, the speeds downwind could range from 
120 to 160 knots, roughly speaking. 
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Senator Monroney. Isn't it a fact that the slowest you can slow 
down, the saber jet, or other pursuit aircraft is about 250 miles an 
hour downwind é 

Captain Smrrit. | wouldn’t know. 

Senator Monronrey. I have been told that. When you come into 
the trafic pattern and if you get as congested as I think you will 3 
years after completion of additional runways at Andrews, you would 
have a 250-mile-an- hour minimum plane with another plane in the 
tratlic patern coming in at about 125 to 150 miles an hour. So you 
could complicate ereatly even the last leg on your landing. 

Would that be reasonable to assume 4 

Captain Smiru. That is right. One of the contributing factors 
to the problem in the traffic pattern is that the tactical approach is 
made initially over the middle of the airport and then arced out 
around in approximately a 270-degree turn. Actually it is 360, but 
it is broken up a little bit. 

Our problem from our standpoint is seeing that aircraft, regardless 
of what the weather is. 

Senator Monroney. Certainly it is plain fundamentals that there 
would be less congestion over 3 airports than there would be over 2 
‘ull — for the same amount of traftic ¢ 

Captain Sairu. Initially, yes, sir. 1 dare say that the aviation 
industry, with the goals they have, that they will put as many flights, 
and rightly so, into ) the airport as they can get in there. The demand 
is there. ‘The traflic-control system ‘and the in: idequate airports are 
the main throttling effect to the further expansion of aviation. We 
can’t go any further. 

Senator Monroney. But wouldn’t you say, though, if you have 3 
airports and you go from 2,900 movements. up to 5,000 movements, 
then by dispersing at 8 airports you would have less congestion and 
the higher you go you would still have less congestion over 3 than 
you could have over 2? 

You just divide it by 2 instead of by 3, the total number of aircraft 
in that vicinity ¢ 

Captain Smirnu. Well, I would say, Senator, that that would exist 
initially. Then when the demand of the traveling public increased 
and we had to put more flights in there, we would increase our opera- 
tions. The point is to have ‘the airport properly designed so that it can 
accommodate the amount of aircraft that we know how to put in and 
out of there today. That is our weakness. 

Senator Monronery. Certainly with a modern airport such as has 
been proposed in the planning for Burke, with 2 parallel runways, 
both available for civilian airport traffic, you could get almost twice 
as many movements off those parallel runways, both takeoffs and land- 
ngs, as you could on 1 runway if you were to add that to Andrews? 

Captain Sarrn. A lot of the benefit would be determined by the 
— between the runways. In other words, 2 parallel runways at 

| airport and 2 parallel runways at another airport basically are the 
same. The key is the separation between the two runways. 

Senator Monronry. Well, if you are building a new airport, you 
are certainly going to give it the best thought on the separation of 
ws two par allel runways. 

Captain Saurrn. I would hope so. 
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Senator Monronery. I would hope so, too. We would have a sena- 
torial investigation if we didn’t. It would be foolish to put two on 
if Se don’t get the maximum utilization. 

Captain Smirn. Well, that is the ultimate key to the success of our 
whole program, the distance between those two parallel runways. 
We must work toward an airport that will permit, if needed, simul- 
taneous approaches during all-weather conditions. 

Senator ScHorpPeL. What would you say should be the distance 
between runways ¢ 

Captain Surry. The werk we have done on it so far, Senator, and 
this is by no means our final answer, we believe that we can look at 8,300 
feet as the distance between the two runways. If that exists we can 
operate simultaneous approaches. That is only our preliminary 
figure. London Airport has 6,000 feet. They don’t necessarily use 
simultaneous approaches, but they can operate outbounds and _ in- 
bounds simultaneously, which gives you a potential of approximately 
90 movements an hour. 

Incidentally, 90 movements an hour is more than twice the demand 
of our airports today, approximately. 

Senator Monronry. Thank you very much. 

Unless you have further comment, we appreciate your making your- 
se - available to us and giving us the advantage of your experience. 
Captain Smirn. If I can help you any further, gentlemen—— 

Senator Monroney. You just don’t want to come into Andrews and 
intermix with military / 

Captain Smirn. That is the sum and substance of it. 

Senator Monroney. All or none. 

Captain SmirH. That is right; ves, sir. 

Senator Monronry. Mr. 8S. G. Tipton, president of the Air Trans- 
port Association, is our next witness. 

Would you come forward, Mr. Tipton. 

Mr. Tipton. Mr. Chairman, Gen. Milton Arnold, the vice president 
of operations of the ATA, will testify on this, since this is actually 
a technical problem, and as your questions indicate. 

[ would like to say this, on behalf of the industry I represent, how- 
ever, before he comes up, and that is we appreciate very much the 
interest of this committee in this problem. It has been an urgent 
problem as far as the adequate service to Washington is concer ned, 
foralong time. It is becoming more and more urgent. We hope the 
comnittee will stay ahold of the problem and will make a reconimenda- 
tion to the Senate that we can an forward on. 

Senator Monroney. Thank you. 

General Arnold, we appreciate very much your courtesy in coming 
before the committee in giving us the help and advice that you will. 
Will vou state your name for the record ? 

General ArNoip. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

My name is Milton W. Arnold, vice president of operations and 
engineering of the Air Transport Association of America. 

ator Monroney. Would vou object to being sworn / 

eco ul ARNOLD. No, sir 

Senator Monronry. Do you solemnly swear that the testimony you 
are about to give in this case shall be the truth, the whole truth, and 
nothi ng but the truth. so help vou, God ¢ 

(Greneral ARNOLD. I co. 
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Senator Monronry. Thank you very much 

lf vou have a statement, proceed in your own way, and members of 
the committee would probably like to ask you a few questions to 
amplify. 


TESTIMONY OF GEN. MILTON ARNOLD, VICE PRESIDENT FOR 
OPERATIONS, AIR TRANSPORT ASSOCIATION 


General ArNotp. Mr. Chairman, members, 1f IT may, can Mr, Tim- 
jierman assist me here ¢ 

Senator Monroney. Certainly. 

Identify VOU, please, for the stenographer 

Mr. TiamMermMan. Craig F.'Timmerman, Air Transport Association. 

General Arnotp., Mr. Chairman, I do not have a prepared state- 
ment on this particular problem. I have been associated with it — 
intimately since 1948. I think that possibly rather quic ‘kly? if it is 
the desire of the Chairman and other members, we can very quic icky 

uumarize the situation as of today. 

“Senator Monroney. We would appreciate that. 

General Arnouip. In 1948 a letter was addressed to our group by 
Mr. Burgess on behalf of Mr. Rensel, then Administrator of CAA, 
dated July 27, 1948, in which he states it is necessary to make plans 
for the construction of a second Washington airport, and this was being 
coordinated with the Capital Park and Planning Commission, and so 
forth, and that the position and location of such an airport could not 
be revealed at that time. 

Later the Congress enacted Public Law 762, which authorized the 
onstruction of an airport at Burke, Va., or thereabouts. In 1952 
~ supplementary appropriation was defeated for the further ac- 

ities at the Burke site. 

M that particular time after that in 1953, the Administration rec- 
ommended that the airlines accept Andrews Field on a coterminal 
basis as the solution of the problem. I have before me minutes of a 
meeting which was June 2, 1953, in which the airline operators, with 
the decision made by the executive branch of the Government that we 
would use Andrews Field, we reiterated our position; namely, that a 
second airport should be created in Washington, the need was very 
necessary, that we reluctantly accepted Andrews, since that was the 
decision of the Government, and we attempted to do everything we 
could and would to cooperate to work it out. 

Briefly, the military insisted then that 5,000 operations a month 
would be the maximum limit. We also insisted by that that the air- 
lines, that the control of traffic should be vested in the CAA, 

Later there were other restrictions which I have here correspondence 
on, in 1954, between Mr. Lee and myself and Mr. Murphy, in regard 
to further restrictions for the use of Andrews Field. We reluctantly 
accepted those because we felt the situation in Washington was one 
of the most serious affecting the Nation’s air traffic from a standpoint 
of congestion and the further development of commercial aviation. 

Senator Monronrey. Would you repeat that again? I want to be 
sure I got that. It was the most serious or one of the most serious - 

General Arnot. I think it is the most serious, sir. 

If you would like, I can compare and go down the stream mentally 
of the other cities. 
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Senator Monroney. I think it would be helpful to us, because I feel 
as you do, that we face a crisis here and if we don’t move now we are 
going to move some morning after a 60- or 80-passenger plane is 
wrecked in a collision over Washington .Airport. 

General Arnoup. Sir, in regard to total operations, for example, 
the New York area has three commercial airports with two additional 
ones, 2 total of five. The city of Chicago is now completing their sec- 
ond airport. Probably Chicago is the most efficient airport from the 

eee sa of capacity of any big city in the country because of its 

wultip! e runways and the fact of the flexibili ity of the air space. Los 
ea les had two with a third one that is used in the vicinity, Van Nuys, 
Calif.; San Francisco can be termed equal as a coterminal with Oak 
land for all practical purposes. 

Kansas City is building a second airport that is in the process of 
being developed. So I think from that standpoint, from a compara- 
tive st: indpoint of size, Washington has the third greatest amount 
from a volume standpoint of airline traffic of any city in the world, 
not only in the United States. 

To give you some other idea of the situation: Paris, France, has 
two airports and ranks in capacity and volume either just ahead or just 
below Montgomery, Ala. London, England, has one huge airport and 
a second airport and ranks just before Louisville, Ky. So I think that 
gives somewhat, Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, the 
situation in Washington from a volume standpoint. 

Immediately after that there were various other attempts and 
finally after 18 months, even conceding to military traffic control at 

Andrews, the negotiations were stopped or at least for all practical 
purposes were terminated in regard to the use of Andrews. 

Following that, the executive branch of the Government came out 
with a proposal which recommended the use of Friendship Airport. 
Following that, this committee held hearings in regard to the airport 
and the committee is familiar with its recommendations and decisions 
which were made last year. Now specifically in regard to the mixing 
of military and civil traffic, let us assume that that is a critical prob- 
lem in regard to the — report of the Department of Commerce 
recommending Andrews, 1, and Burke, 2, and Friendship third choice. 

The ACC policy, one whit h is issued first as the Doolittle Commis- 
sion report, which was approved by a previous administration, and 


which states in part: 
23, separate military and civil flying at congested airports. Military aircraft 


should not be based on congested civil airports except when it is not economical 
or otherwise feasible to provide separate facilities for them, nor should com- 
mercial aircraft operating regulariy from busy military airports. I believe 
the group under the chairmanship of General Doolittle is pretty well recognized 
as an authority on aviation. Later the Civil Air Policy issued by the President's 
Air Coordinating Committee, of May 1954, states, on page 27: 

However, it is false economy to spend money developing a single airport 
facility for joint use if the capacity of the airport or its adjacent airspace 
will become inadequate to meet the normal growth and operation in the foresee- 
able future. 

Now, specifically, as to Andrews, I don’t mean to be facetious, Mr. 
Chairman, and gentlemen, but I think we are wasting a lot of time 
on Andrews, because I believe, as you expressed, the Russians will be 
in Andrews before commercial airlines will. TI don’t think the mili- 


tary have any idea of letting us use it. 
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Now the policy has been established by those people responsible 
or who know something of the business, both the present Govern- 
ment and the Doolittle Commission, that we should not attempt to 
integrate it at all at the highly congested areas. 

Senator Scuorrret. Pardon me for interrupting you, sir, but I 
would like to ask the Chairman: Do we have the military here today 
who are able to testify as to whether the military would relinquish 
any part of Andrews? Will we have that ¢ 

Senator Monroney. We asked the Air Force for it and we have 
Brig. Gen. R. E. Koon, representing the Air Force, accompanied by 
Col. John P. Couch and Col. C. D. Kelly, and I assume they are 
here with full authority to testify for the Air Force as to joint use. 

General Koon. That is correct. 

Senator Monroney. Thank you. 

Senator ScHOEPPEL. That answers my question. 

(zeneral Arnoup. To give some idea of the maximum utility the 
nillitary have indicated we could have Andrews, it is 5,000 operations 
2 month, approximately 187 operations a day. How many do we 
have at Washington National Airport today, 780 flights. What was 
the increase at W ashington National Airport last year? I have the 
fivures in front of me. The increase in total operations at W ashing- 
ton National Airport was from 202,000 to 242,000 in 1 year. That 1s 
a 20 percent increase. 

Now, if we attempt to operate even the 5,000 by the time the con- 
struction is completed at Andrews, we have already had a demand 
greatly to exceed the maximum that the military ever advocated 
could be used on a joint basis. So my concern and my specific feeling 
about it and the airlines’ feeling is that it is a waste of money to 
attempt to utilize Andrews under these present restrictions. 

Senator Monroney. The testimony, may I say, General Arnold, 
that we had from Commerce, was that it would take from 3 to 5 years 
to put in these additional facilities. 

General ARNoLD. Yes, sir. 

Senator Monroney. And we called attention to the tratlic estimate, 
which has been proven to be extremely correct by CAA, in the fact 
that by the time it was constructed, if opened within 5 years, you 
would have 4 years’ possible use of the field before again we would 
have a demand for a second airport. 

General Arnoup. Yes, and I don’t think it gives the traveling pub- 
lic a sufficient flexibility to be in the Nations ( ‘apital where “traffic 
from a voluine standpoint is required to a greater extent because of the 
terrific short-haul business, to operate a maximum of 167 flights. In 
other words, the traveling public would have to resort to being moved 
into W ashington National Airport because you couldn’t have the serv- 
ice in there for connections with a limit of 5,000, and I think the 
military can answer that question. 

My understanding is that this was 2 to 3 years ago, that their oper- 
ations have increased, and I assume that today m: tybe they are talking 
about none or 2,500 a month. Our feeling is that the Civil Aeronau- 
tics Administration did one of the most ‘capable jobs of locating an 
urport and it was a very thorough job. We believe personally ‘that 
the Burke site is the ideal site for an airport and it will serve - 
needs of the Washington traveling public from a commercial and : 
private pilot standpoint in the foreseeable future. 
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In regard to the particular operations, it might be well to mention 
Chicago Midway in 1954 had 283,000, This year it had 


just briefly, 
total operations. LaGuardia 


21,000, an increase of 15 percent for the 
had 210.000 in 1955 and 188,000 in 1954. That was air carrier. Total 
operations at LaGuardia were 266,000 in 1955, and in 1954, 256,000. 
There has been a 12-percent increase at LaGuardia, a total of 13- 
percent increase at Chicago, and Washington has—I have used the 
iwo 1 thought most congested airports and areas in the country— 
has had a 1914-percent increase. 

Senator Scuorepre.. Could | 
Mr. Chairman / 


| notice you snd wn your 


ask the gen tleman a question here, 


judgment Burke airport would be the 


t 


hest overall location. 

(yeneral ARNoLD. Yes, si 

Senator Scuoerrrn, Let’s assume—there is no need kidding our 
selves, we have been led to believe by testimony and otherwise and 
What IL have seen in the press, that there are some difliculiies attendant 
upon the obtaining of all preliminary arrangements to acquire and 
proceed on Burke. Now let’s assume that we have some difficulties 
develop, which I hope we might not, that might entail a delay of a year 
or so. 
What would be your next best suggestion? Would it be Friendship ? 

Greneral ArNoLp. As a permanent base, sir? 

Senator Scuorrren. Yes. 

General Arnoip, Let me see if I can understand the question. We 
cannot use the Burke site or that area forever. 

Senator Scuoepre,. And involving a long delay, say a vear-plus 
delay 

General Arnoip. I would rather answer that if you put it on ~ 


basis of 5 or 6 years because it is going to take that long to build j 


Then I would say go to Friendship. 

Senator Scuorrren. Well, I hope we don’t have these delays. But 
let’s suppose we can eliminate and cut through the delay period and 
get underway for the development of another airport in this area, then 
| was asking what your next judgment would be. 

General Arnoip. It would be Friendship, assuming the military 
state we cannot use Andrews. If they tell us we could have 30,000 
ations a month out there or 20,000, that is a different story. 


oper: 
‘Senator Scruorprent. Well, we will hear from the military pretty 
qi icky 

Senator Monronry. Would you still be happy intermixing commer- 
cial and jet aircraft, leita representing the Air Transport Association! 

General Arnoip. No, sir. 

Senator Monroney. You would be happy about that ? 

General Arnoip. No, I wouldn't be happy about it. 

Senator Monroney. I thought you said you would be happy. 

General Arvoup. I didnt’ say Iwas very happy about it. He asked 
me the alternative. 

Senator Sciorrren, I left Andrews out because I assumed the gen- 


tlemen in blue back here were going to testify they don’t want to give 


that up. 
General Arnorp. All right, let’s assume that the Andrews thing is 


out, to answer your question directly, the only alternative we have, 
Senator. is to %0 TO Ir rie nds hip. 
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Senator Monronry. Does Friendship want you 4 

In the early days of Friendship they would have welcomed you, but 
as I get “ story now, Friends —. is not too anxious to be an alternate 
airport r W ashington, D. C.. with all of the trafic moving into 
Sciaitens D. C., instead of going into the metropolis of Maryland. 

General Arnoip. That is my impression. We have had discussions 
with Mr. Perkins, Chairman of the Airport Board. We think that 
Baltimore Airport will be needed by Baltimore for its future needs. 

had occasion to check the other day. It is either 140,000 or 187,000, 
the total operations at Baltimore now. That is a pretty busy airport. 
But it is either that, if we don’t have a new airport by 19% 9 or 1960, 
if we don’t use Friendship, then we have no choice but overflying 
Washington. 

Senator Monroney. Well, aren’t you now having lines that are cer- 
tificated to come into Washington overflying it because the ‘vy can’t get 
scheduled in here at the hours that the traflie demands 

General Arnoip. Well, it is certainly true, and we see it every day 
that people cannot get on the aircraft and second sections can’t operate 
in here. I know I have had standby ticket No. 162 out there at the 
airport on a Thursday afternoon. 

Senator MonronEy. Even some of the new lines like TWA on the 
Southwest-Northeast case, have to overfly Washington on their coach 
fights. I am sure they would find it advantageous to stop here if 
they could get landing time. They overfly now because Ralph Damon 
told me, before he p: assed away, that they were anxious to serve Wash- 
ington and connect with the Southwest, but one schedule was the 
iaximum they could plan to get in. 

General Arnotp. We are faced with a 20 percent increase here, that 
is the demand in the last year. By actual count it is one of the three 
busiest airports in the country. There is no room for expansion. 
You have a one-runway airport there. You have certificated Pied- 
mont, Delta, Braniff to come in here, TWA with additional new service 
and Capital with new service. Also there is an interchange of 
Panagra and National. 

The Civil Aeronautics Board has already certified that new service 
in the area. I believe that is pretty much my recollection and from 
looking at the correspondence that is a résumé of the situation as it 
stands today and our particular views in regard to this matter 

if there are any suggestion or questions, we have a chart here, ‘if you 
are interested to take a very quick look, which shows the detailed lay- 
out of the Burke site, and it shows the rel: ationship of W ashington. 
It is a rather large-scale map and also a schematic diagram showing 
the improvements that have been made at Washington National Air- 
port by the CAA, and we think that they have, with the cooperation 
of the Air Force and the Navy and the airline pilots and the operators 
about everything that can be done to squeeze the last drop of efficienc Vv 
out of the airport. As you realize, gentlemen, we operate under in- 
strument conditions Anacostia and Bolling and Washington National 
out of the same air space. You can not dissassociate them. There 
is the same approach control for all of those airports. 

Senator Payne. We are all aware of the situation that developed 
following the selection of the Burke site as originally contemplated, 
that there arose very strenuous opposition to it, and very forcefully op- 
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position; in fact, to the point where it was impossible, apparently, to 
get the agreement of the local authorities to go ahead on that location. 

Now, if my memory is right, yesterday morning I think I asked 
Under Secret: Ty Rothschild this ‘question : 

Granting the fact that the local authorities will not apparently give approval 
to the present location, is there an area relatively the same as the so-called en- 
cineered Burke location that you believe might be worked out that would meet 
with the approval of the people out there? 

And I think his answer was: 

I believe that that is possible. So I think there is still a chance that if it 
is found you need one separate and apart for civilian use for the air transport 
group for private use, there is still a possibility of an airport in the vicinity of 
the Burke area being utilized for that purpose. 

Do you have any knowledge of that, General, incidentally ¢ 

Arnoip. No, sir, Senator Payne. When I speak of the 

I don’t think it is of any great significance whether the 

1s on the outlines that we have drawn here or whether it is a 

couple of miles one way or the other, but when we speak of it, we 

snenk of the area: for instance, In all fairness, if you had to go out 

*as—this is the outline of Washington [indicating], with the 
present location as picked by the CAA of the Burke site. 

‘| he t town of Fairfax is here in this location. Here is Anandale. 

his is the Shirley am ay. This is the access road that would have 

ilt. You can see the area fait ly well from this. We have an 

rial photo; graph, too, which is more up to date, showing the building 

aren. I don’t think there is much difficulty in shifting this if there 

issome problem. We haven't gone into that, but the area itself speaks 
for that. 

In all fairness, if the airport has to go as far out as Chantilly, 25 
miles, if we need another airport in the area for an mterim period, 
up to the capacity, it would be just as easy to go to Friendship, because 
the problem here is on of short-haul operation. Washington has the 
sreatest amount, percentagewise, of short-haul business of any city 
in the world. 

Senator Payne. In other words, to be practical, it would have to be 
in that approximate location, but might be shifted a little bit one way 
or the other? 

General ARNOLD. Yes, sir. 

Senator Monroney. A mile or two either Way f 

General ARNoLbD. Yes, sir. 

Senator Monronery. But if you get much beyond that, you woutd 
lose the advantage of the short-haul é 

General ARNOLD. Yes, and if you come m any closer, Senator, you 
would then run into very valuable land, and you would start infring- 
ing upon the traffic control situation in the Washington Airport area. 

Senator Monronery. As a matter of fact, the cost of Burke estimated 
at $50 million includes a considerable amount for real estate, which 
represents real value that probably if ever liquidated would more 
than repay many times the Government’s investment in it; is that not 
correct ¢ 

General Arnotp. Yes, sir, we made considerable studies from a tax 
standpoint there, too. We have gone into the tax records in Virginia 
in the Fairfax County area, and our feeling is that one of the de- 
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liciencies in the area is the failure to have light industry. We believe 

that the airport in the area would encourage light industry, such as 

Melpar and other such industries and that the land values in the area 
ould merease as well as the increased activities of personnel. and 

personal property taxes and everything, with a conservative estimate 
vould amount to over $200,000. We made such a report and had it 
ecked with what we think are very competent people. 

Senator Monronry. May I ask you a question: As compared with 
the joint use of civilian and militar y with Andrews and the exclusive 

vilian airport to be built near the Burke site, would you say that 

e safety of civilian plane operation would be greatly enhanced as 
to the Burke site ? 

| mean, the difference between the two sites, the intermixture of 

itary at Andrews and the separate civilian airport at Burke, that 
safety of passengers flying on our domestic air system, would it be 
tly enhanced by the use of the si »parate ¢ iV ilian aur port! 

Gieneral Arnotp. We think it will be, Senator. I think we have a 

y sound basis for that, as I have stated, the Doolittle Commission 
port, also the Air Coordinating Committee’s report. We are faced 

th this very same problem in Chicago at O'Hare Field, and it is a 

rv ser1ous one. 

it has been holding up the further development of the second airport 

1 Chicago area. 

Senator Monroney. Arent’t they transferring that jet fighter base 4 

(reneral Arnoxp, They have that off but they “don't have the reserve 

it off, and the quitclaim deed on the reserve capacity is 25 percent 

(Hare Field. 

Senator Monronry. But generally it is a policy of ATA that where 
s possible to have exe lusive civilian use, they do so, rather than 
ermix tactical military aircraft with civilian passenger aircraft. 

(reneral ArNoxb. Yes, sir, and particularly in the high-density areas. 

Senator Monronry. Well, it becomes even more critical, of course, 

en, and according to the Harding report, it is even critical without 

e Intermixture at this point. 

General Arnocp. If you are interested in the figures, today, the 

litary operates on 102 civilian airports. We, the airlines, operate 

62 pure military bases. It is becoming a more serious problem 
vy day, the joint-use problem. 
nator Monroney. And you find also that the military’s electronic 
pment im the planes is sometimes not geared completely to the 
‘han air use, 
(ieneral Arworp. That 1s true for the simple reason that a great deal 
their requirements are tactical. They have to carry equipment 
ily designed for that. F or example, I ee Saaeen Smith 
ke whole the situation in New York. There are 2 great number of 
ary airplanes that keep out of the area because in don’t have 
the frequienc ies In the equipment to go through the area. 

Senator Monroney. Well, aren’t you on a different frequency on a 

nilitary base from your normal CAA frequencies ? 

General Arnoxp. Yes, sir; but we carry sufficient equipment. We 
carry up to about a hundred channels in our aircraft and it is a very 
simple problem to cover those and we do cover them mostly as st andby 
anyway in the domestic limits, but where you have a requirement for 
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additional tactical equipment, the military don’t have the capacity to 
move the number of channels through the area. 

Senator Monroney. So it is better to separate them wherever you 
can in the interests of safety ? 

General ArnoLp, We feel so. We are happier and we think they 
are, too. 

Senator MoNRONE) Any questions ? 

Senator Scnorrrrn. No questions. 

Senator Monronry. We thank you very much for this illuminating 
testimony and apprec late your @iving us this testimony. 

Brig. Gen. R. KE. Koon, eT ee the Air Force, accompanied 
l. John F. Crouch and Col. C. D. Kelly. 

Gentlemen, we appreciate very ‘much your courtesy on such short 

notice from the committee. In this hearing we have set. a precedent 

of swearing all witnesses. Do you object to being sworn? 

General Koon. No. 

Senator Monronry. Do you swear that the testimony you are about 
to give will be the truth, the whole truth, and nothing but the truth, 
so help you, God 4 

General Koon. I do. 


| \ 


TESTIMONY OF BRIG. GEN. R. E. KOON, ACCOMPANIED BY COL. JOHN 
P. COUCH AND COL. C. D. KELLY, ON BEHALF OF THE AIR FORCE 


Senator Monroney. We will be delighted to have you proceed in 
your own way. I think you are fi amiliar with this ever-present prob- 
Jem in trying to find a place to put airports down on the ground safely 
in the Washington area. 

General Koon. I am Gen. R. E. Koon, Deputy Director of Opera- 
tions, Headquarters, USAF. 

I would like to reaffirm the position, Mr. Chairman, that the Air 
Force has consistently taken, that exclusive use of Andrews is re- 
quire d to meet the mission of air defense in the Washington area and 
also to take care of the other flying activities that we have associated 
with Headquarters, USAF. Andrews is one of our key air defense 
bases. We have an air division stationed there, and at present we 
have an interce ptor squi adron and also an Air National Guard squad- 
ron stationed out there. 

Senator Monroney. Those fly tactical jets! 

Genéral Koon. Interceptor jet aircraft; yes, sir. In addition to 
those, we have some others, but those are the two defense units that 
are assigned to Andrews. We feel that mixing trafhe at Andrews, 
that the capacity of this base is at most about 15,000 landings a month. 
Our landings at Andrews have more than doubled since 1952. In 
1952 we had approximately 70,000 landings, and in 1955 we had better 
than 160,000 landings out there. 

We feel that within the next certainly 4 to 5 years that our landings 
at Andrews will probably go up to about 20,000 a month. That is just 
with the norma! deve slopme nt of strictly military traffic. 

Senator Monronry. Would that be almost the saturation point? 

General Koon. We e feel that it would be, sir. Actually, we figure 
on our own bases that 15.000 landings of mixed traffic is about as much 
as you can get off a single runway system. If you put in parallel 
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runways as has been mentioned before, we figure that it can probably 
increase the capacity maybe 60 percent. We have a rather large in- 
vestment at Andrews. We have, I think, about $75 million already in- 
vested there, and we have some additional money which is appropri- 
ated to go in. In case we were forced to give Andrews up, it would 
cost us In excess of a hundred million dollars to duplicate those facili- 
ties. 

We require, again, to provide point defense of the Washington are: 

. location for our fighter interceptor units. We have at the sienna 
time 248 aireraft at Andrews. Of those, 111 are jet aircraft. Those 
include the Air Defense Squadron, also the National Guard Squadron. 

In addition to those we have some T—33’s which is a twin-seat jet 
airplane that we use for our own training. 

Some mention has been made on Bolling, Bolling Field, possibly, 
or Anacostia entering into this. I think that General Arnold clarified 
that when he indicated that during instrument weather the control of 
Washington National, Bolling, and the naval station, they are inte- 
erated and our departures are limited to—I believe we can get four 
per hour, departures out of Washington, during instrument weather. 

As the committee knows, in 1954 the President appointed a special 
advisory committee to look into the Washington National problem. 
That committee considered the use of Andrews and specifically did not 
recommend that Andrews be used because in the minds of Secretary 
Weeks of Commerce, Budget Director Hughes, and Secretary Talbott, 
it was not feasible to integrate the jet and civil traffic at Andrews. 

We certainly recognize that Washington National is overcrowded 

and in our opinion | you have to provide another airport to take some of 
the trafic and we feel that it very definitely cannot be Andrews Air 
Force Base. I will be glad to answer any questions from the com- 
mittee. 

Senator Monronery. In other words, to construct the additional 
runway we have testimony that it would require 3 to 5 years to put 

Andrews operation as an intermixture of civilian and military air- 
craft. By that time your testimony is that Andrews would be saturated 
with strictly military traffic. 

General Koon. That is correet, sir. 

Senator Monroney. So it would be obsolete before it was built. 
The cost of that additional runway is $30 million. But for around 
$50 million we could have a brand new airport in a different tratlic 
pattern so that you could accommodate, with the separation of tratflic 
coming in, a great deal more planes and remove the danger of over 
crowding and congestion and possibly air collision. 

General Koon. W ooh ainly agree with that opinion, sir 

Senator Payne. Your $30 million was of course not just runway 4 

Senator Monroney. The building, but it would be no land. 

Senator Payne. But they would be wiped out within a very short 
period of time on the basis of his figures. 

Senator Monronery. The general says their figures show they will 
be using the full capacity of the air space by the time this is com- 
pleted, so you couldn’t get the commercial planes in with a shoehorn. 

General Koon. Monthly, during 1955, we averaged about 13,500 
landings a month, and one thing about military traffic, other than the 
strictly defense units, the military traffic is primarily concentrated in 
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the daylight hours, so actually it is almost a continuous stream at 
the present time because of that concentration. 

Now, civil traflic is more around the clock, although they, of course, 
do also tend to concentrate in the daytime but not to the extent that 
we do. 

Senator Monronry. Your arrivals up to midnight are rather fre- 
quent in civilian traffic, but it wouldn’t be feasible, it would appear 
to me, to use Andrews only at nighttime. 

General Koon. No, sir, that would not meet our needs. 

Senator Monronry. Andrews also serves as a training base for 


‘ 


officers on temporary ground duty who get their flight time out there, 
does it not? 

General Koon. All of the rated personnel in Headquarters Air 
Force either get their flight training at Bolling or at Andrews. 
Sooner or later we feel that we will have to give up Bolling because 
it is strictly limited as an airport at the present time. 

Senator Monronry. Have you ever thought of loading these ground 
officers into a DC-3 and wheeling them to Hagerstown and letting 
them get their air time out of this congested traffic pattern ¢ 

General Koon. We have considered many things. The most im- 
see thine was to meet our instrument requirements that we 

ctu: lly send our people someplace else to do it. Due to the fact 
that you run into peak loads at wherever you would send those people 

and the fact that you can’t always figure the weather when you send 
those people there, it would be very uneconomical from a ‘military 
standpoint to attempt such a solution. 

Senator Monroney. I was thinking maybe vou could get them out 
of this traffic pattern with a DC-3 flight and, after they have finished 
their flying, you could bring them back. That would relieve some of 
the extra burden of trafiic. 

General Koon. Under instrument conditions they are prohibited 
from flying locally within the Washington area. 

Senator Monroney. But vou still have the takeoffs and landings. 

Gene ~ pa That is true. 

Senator Monroney. Which add up to your congestion. 

eaeat Koon. That is true, sir. 

Senator Monroney. I don’t know whether that is important or not. 
Anyway, as far as the Air Force is concerned, it would have to be a 
shoteun wedding between the civilian and inilitary aireraft for the 
joint use of Andrews. 

General Koon. That is the position our Secretary has taken, and 
we are certainly in agreement with it. 

Senator Payne. It would have to be double-barreled, too: would 
it not? 

Senator Monnroney. It would be unsatisfactory to military per- 
sonnel and civilian personnel as well. It would be like mixing oil and 
yater 

General Koon. It doesn’t make sense to do it. 

Senator Monroney. May I ask you were you ever contacted and 
your position discussed by the Secretary of Commerce, who today is in 
charge of civil aviation ? 

General Koon. You inean concerning their must recent proposal / 

Senator Monroney. Yes, sir. 
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General Koon. That was not discussed with our Secretary to the 
best of my knowledge prior to his appearance before this committee. 

Senator Monroney. So, as the matter stands, there is the report 
signed by Secretary Weeks a while back for nonintegration that has 
been issued to the Senate without discussion with the military. 

General Koon. Yes, sir. I would like to point out that that report 
was approximately 1 year ago, sir. 

Senator Monroney. Yes. 

May I have the privilege to ask General Arnold, if he is still in the 
room: Was the intermixture and oe use of the civilian and military 
urcraft discussed with your organization by Secretary Weeks « 
\fr. Rothschild or Mr. Lowen before the preparation of this report , 

General ArNoLp. No, sir; it was not before the preparation of thus 
report. Of course, you recall the original agreement between Secre 
tary Talbott and Secretary Weeks some years ago said that Andrews 
would be used. I believe that was in 19538. But I think you had ref- 
erence to the report, the last one, in January of this year. There was 

o discussion with our people prior to the issuance of that report by 
the Secretary, sir, or, to the best of my knowledge, with any of our 
pe oF le who operate into Washington. 
enator Monroney. Thank you very much. I just wanted to get 
that into the record. Excuse me for interrupting. 

Senator ScHorrreL. Mr. Chairman, | would like to ask the general 
4 question or two because I am going to have to go in a few minutes. 

Now, in order to rivet this down, General, | understand that you 
esire, and in fact need, the complete full use of Andrews. 

General Koon. That is true, sir. 

Senator ScHorrren. Now, do ft understand, with the increased antic- 
pated military activity within this area for proper defense and in the 
normal increases as you have projected them, that you will find your 
lield used to near military capacity without any attempt of encroach- 

ent on the part of the commercial lines of any type, kind, or char- 

ter ¢ 

General Koon. That is true, sir. 

Senator ScHorrre.. Now, that being the case, do you anticipate 

iat within the near future if this contmuing n nilit: ary load increases 
that the military would be required to add, say, an additional parallel 

inway to take care of just your military needs 

General Koon. We are going to have to do that, sir. 

Senator Scnorpren.. And at about what period of time do you pro 
ject that need as imperative? Would you say 2 to 5 years? 

General Koon. Actually, I wish that we had been able to get it into 
our construction budget this year. We were not able to. [am hoping 
that we ean get it into our 1958 budget, but we will never reach a 
<olution as far as our own problem is concerned, which is Bolling 
Field and Andrews, until we can have an additional parallel runway 

Andrews. 


Senator Scnorrret, Then, as I understand it, with your present 
military requirements, with your anticipated accelerated require- 
ents, with your projected proposition that might be involved in some 
— of a shift from Bolling, it simply means that, with adding a 
arallel runway and with your anticipated increase, you need that 
exclusively for the military and that is it, period / 

General Koon. That is true, sir, 
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Senator Scrrorpren. That answers my question. 
Senator Monroney. And the airspace would be completely occu- 
pied, regardless of how many runways vou would put in, by the antici 


pated capacity In about 5 vears § 

General Koon. Well, actuall, parallel runways, Mr. Chairman, is 
the most efficient use vou can get of any satan ular landing surface, 
and even with parallel runways at Andrews we would be almost to 
the saturation potnt by the time the additional runway is constructed, 
and we would take care of the flying which is currently being taken 
care of at Bolling Air Force Base. 

senator Monroney. | see. 

Senator Payne. 

Senator Payne. Mr. Chairman. 

General, there is just one question I would like to ask, as long as 
you are here, and if it is possible for you to answer it, providing if 
doesn’t involve anything classified, of course, with reference to the 
statement that was made by Captain Smith in connection with the 
operation of the control in existence in the Langley area. 

Is there any possibility of that situation being worked out so that 
perhaps there will be a more smooth coordination or working so that 
the military can still have what they need and at the same time not 
il ype de tne is of the ¢ IV lian tr: sport pl ines ¢ 

Gener: | Koon. Yes, sir: we will certainly look into the matter, and 
I would like to provide the committee with a statement on that. We 
have alvays taken the position with CAA that where they could 
fund and man the RAPCON facilities, | believe in most cases that we 
have been perfectly happy that CAA actually man and fund for 
RAPCON. 

Senator Payne. I think, General, if you could furnish a statement 
for the committee, that would perhaps help to clarify the situation, 
it would be very helpful from everybody’s angle, because certainly 
you have got to be able to operate and at the same time I know you 
don’t want to hinder a commercial operation to the point where they 
have to take an hour or an hour and a half to be able to cover a 12-mile 
area or whatever the distance was. 

General Koon. We would be very glad to furnish the committee 
a statement on that. 

But our general policy is where CAA can man and fund the Rapcon 
facility, we have been very happy that they do it. We have had to in 
the past, because we have certain communications personnel who have 
that capability, that we would qualify them, CAA-certified, and they 
would actually take care of both until such time as CAA could do it, 
but I will check into the Langley thing and we will provide the com- 
mittee with a statement on that. 

(Discussion off the record. ) 

Senator Monronry. May I say for this committee we are very proud 
of our Air Force and the progress that you make. The fact that we 
do not seek intermixture i no effort to slight the Air Force. We 
know you have a task assigned to you to do, and we don’t think it is 
good ae provisions for either the military or the Navy to intermix 
a tactical operation for defense with the day-to-day safety required 
for our anual transportation system, and that is the only reason 
that we are raising the point, not that military flying is dangerous, 
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per se, but it is not a good idea to overcrowd the air space with red 
hot jets which go faster and faster and whose turning radius seems 
to be broader and whose maneuverability at high speeds might at this 
point still be not quite as good as the old reciprocating engine type 
of transport plane. 

If there are no further questions, we do appreciate very much your 
attendance. We have a quorum call coming up. 

I am informed that Colonel Periss of the Washington Board of 
‘Trade is in the audience. 

Do you have a statement that you would like to make briefly before 
we have to go to the floor / 

Colonel Prriss. My name is William H. Periss, and I am executive 
vice president of the Washington Board of Trade. 

I have a brief statement I would be glad to put into the record. 

Senator Monroney. If it is brief, you can read it. 


TESTIMONY OF WILLIAM H. PERISS, EXECUTIVE VICE PRESIDENT, 
WASHINGTON BOARD OF TRADE 


Colonel Prriss. Mr. Chairman, gentlemen, at the time Washington 
National Airport was constructed, we, like many others, anticipated it 
would meet the needs of the Washington metropolitan area for many 
years. 

Completed and opened for traffic in 1941, it was already obvious 
that additional facilities would be needed at war’s end in the late 
forties. 

In 1949 we strongly supported legislation to appropriate funds for 
the CAA to investigate sites in this area and to initiate acquisition 
of one suitable for use as an alternate airport. 

On July 30, 1951, upon receipt of a report from our aviation com- 
mittee, which had carefully studied four sites under final considera- 
tion by the Civil Aeronautics Administration, the Board of Directors 
of the Washington Board of Trade concurred in the selection of the 
Burke site as the location for Washington’s second airport. 

On June 1, 1953, after the administration recommended the use of 

portion of Andrews Field, our board of directors, though still main- 
taining that the Burke site was the most desirable one, agreed to 
upport the Andrews Field proposal. This action was taken since 
it was acknowledged that the Washington National Airport could not 
then safely handle the air traflic requirements of the community and 
it was the belief that relief of some kind was imperative at the earliest 
possible date. 

The record of this committee, I am sure, fully details the reasons 
why nothing came of ra Andrews proposal, and further details the 

fact that the traffic at Andrews Air Base, a large military air base, is 

nadequ: ite to meet the needs of the Washington area 

This brief histo ry respec ting our inte rest and ae tivi ity in connection 
with securing an additional airport is Included in this statement to 

show the need for additional airport facilities have been well recog- 
nized as I know they have by this committee for some years. 

[t is intended to point up the fact that in our judgment we are 
woefully late in taking the necessary steps to alleviate an unnecessary 
undesirable, and we believe a dangerous situation. 
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Fe erce the committee in the scrongest possible terms to recommend 
that work should be resumed on the Burke Airport and request the 
Congress to submit to the Appropri: ioe ommittee a budget request 
fhat purpose. 

This comimitttee has gone into the matter so thoroughly and com- 
piled so voluminous a record of the testimony of technical experts that 
It ap} ee s unnecessary for me to burden it with additional discussions 
supporting Washington’s principal and future needs. 

ali eles nt in the District of Columbia strongly supports the 
Burke site. Surveys and samplings made by our committee clearly 
indicate that the majority of the residents of northern Virginia also 
support the selection of the Burke site. 

Strong representations have been made that the people of Fairfax 
County were opposed to it, but our investigation has led us to cun 
clude that there is more support for the construction of Burke Airport 
in Fairfax than there is opposition. 

We understand a questionnaire sent out by Congressman Joel Broy- 
hill recently has shown that to be true. In other words, we believe 
that the local opposition has to a great extent disappeared and that 
the climate is getting to the point ‘where we believe this van be done 
if the committee will recommend it. 

Senator Monronry. Do you have any questions / 

Senator Payne. No questions, 

Senator Monronry. Was the board of trade consulted by the CAA 
before making this recommendation ¢ 

Colonel Prriss. No. 

Senator Monroney. I forgot to swear you. 

Do you swear that the testimony which you have given is the truth, 
the whole truth, and nothing but the truth? 

Colonel Prriss. I do. 

Senator Monroney. At this point the record will be held open for 

t few days for the inclusion of any statements or letters from inter- 
ested parties to these hearings. 

The following correspondence was received and will be incorported 
in the transcript. 

The committee will stand in recess. 


foyy 
ii 


HOMEOWNERS OPPOSED TO JET ATRPORT IN FAatRFAx COUNTY, 
Fairfaz, Va., February 29, 1956. 
Hon. A. S. MIKE MONRONEY, 
United States Senate, 
Washington, D. C. 

DEAR SENATOR MONRONEY: Attached herewith is a statement by Homeowners 
Opposed to Jet Airport in Fairfax County, Virginia. It is forwarded as a result of 
permission to do so which you very kindly extended to me during a very brief 
conversation I had with you when the hearing before the Aviation Subcommit- 
tee was recessed on February 21, 1956. 

Our committee is very anxious to refute certain testimony presented by Mr. 
William Periss in speaking for the Washington Board of Trade in reference 
to an alleged dying out of opposition to the Burke Airport in northern Virginia. 
That opposition not only is not dying out, but is increasing constantly. Our 
statement, attached herewith, indicates some of the aspects of that opposition. 

I thank you for the opportunity of presenting this statement 

Sincerely yours, 
ERNEST W. REISNER, Chairman. 
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STATEMENT BY ERNEST W. REISNER, CHAIRMAN, HOMEOW NEKS C!PPOSED 
JET AIRPORT IN FAIRFAX COUNTY 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, as chairman of the Committee 
of Homeowners Opposed to a Jet Airport in Fairfax County, I wish to thank you 
for the opportunity of presenting this statement, afforded me by Senator Mon 
roney in conversation immediately after the hearing was recessed on Tuesday, 
February 21, 1956. The organization which I represent had received no indica- 
tion that testimony would be taken from parties other than the Airline Pilots 
Association, the Air Transport Association, and the United States Air Force. 
When, in addition to these parties, Mr. William Press appeared and testified on 
hehalf of the Washington Board of Trade in favor of constructing a second air 
port for the Washington area at Burke, Va., I requested permission to present 
this statement, which was graciously accorded by Senator Monroney. 

This statement is addressed primarily to one specific point made by Mr. Press 
in presenting his testimony for the Washington Board of Trade. During his 
testimony Mr. Press indicated that opposition in northern Virginia to the con- 
struction of an airport at Burke is dying out. This is not true. The following 
information is offered in rebuttal of Mr. Press’s statement. 

The committee of which I am chairman was formed in July of 1955, absorbing 
another group previously active in opposing construction of the airport at Burke, 
and many other individuals who have become Fairfax County residents since 
the Burke project became active the first time. Officers were selected, meetings 
have been held, and much research has been carried on regarding the pros and 
cons of the airport. 

Committee members have been active in circulating a petition addressed to 
the Fairfax County Board of Supervisors in opposition to the airport, and at 
the present time have obtained approximately 3,000 signatures of residents of 
Fairfax County. A photostat of a sample page is attached hereto. 

Your attention is respectfully directed to the fact that the committee of which 
| am chairman is composed in its entirety of residents of Fairfax County. I wish 

» make it clear that a party who testified before this subcommittee on July 21, 
1955, in favor of an airport at Burke, Mr. Henry J. Rolfs by name, is not a resi- 
dent of Fairfax County even though he attenipts to speak for such residents 


In addition, the following citizens associations have passed resolutions speciti 
cally opposing the Burke Airport: 


Springiield Citizens Association 

Sigmona Park Citizens Association 

Country Club Hills Citizens Association 

Ox Road Citizens Association 

Fairfax County Citizens Committee for the Master Plan 
Burke Community Civie Association 

Lee Forest Citizens Association 


Opposition is continuing and growing, as realistic information is developed 
and disseminated pertaining to the noise, hazard, and impact on real estate 
values. On the latter point, it is interesting to note that the Federal Housing 
Administration has recently declined to insure mortgages within 3.7 miles of 
Miramar Naval Air Station, at San Diego, Calif., which is used for training Navy 
jet pilots. Our committee views this development with genuine alarm, as ow 
homes are our major investments. Many of us have acquired them in Fairfax 
County only recently. 

Still another demonstration of the continuing opposition to Burke is afforded 
by the action of the Fairfax County Board of Superviors, which, for the fifth 
time, passed a motion in opposition to the construction of an airport at Burke 
on July 27, 1955. It should be noted that on this occasion the board of super- 
visors passed its resolution opposing the construction of an airport at Burke 
after the board had received the information referred to by Mr. Henry J. Rolfs 
in his testimony favoring an airport at Burke, appearing on page 116 of the 
hearing conducted by this committee on July 21, 1955. Mr. Rolfs testified as 
follows: “As of last week they (the board) for the first time accepted a study 
and report submitted by the committee for the Burke Airport which they will 
study and consider.” The board did study and consider the report referred to 
by Mr. Rolfs and, after such study and consideration, voted for the fifth time a 
resolution opposing the airport. 





340 STUDY OF CIVIL AERONAUTICS ADMINISTRATION 


We believe that the undeniable need of the Washington metropolitan area for 
expanded air transport facilities can be adequately met, for some time to come, 
through the use of Friendship International Airport, now much more accessible 
via a dual expressway than when it was first considered as a possible supple- 
mentary airport for Washington. Until jet age civil airport requirements are 
crystallized to a considerably greater degree than is presently the case, we be- 
lieve this is the most expeditious, and by far the most economical, solution to the 
problem. When jet plane runway lengths, spacings, and loadings, and other 
terminal and navigational requirements are better understood, then, and not 
until then, we believe a new airport for Washington should be laid out, which can 
be patterned specifically for jet age requirements, and can be far enough removed 
from the presently rapidly expanding suburban residential developments in the 
Fairfax County sector of the Washington metropolitan area to introduce no 
great hazard or annoyance to those living there, and to permit full scope and 
freedom for the stepped-up requirements of jet operation. The southern bound 
ary of the town of Fairfax, for example is but 2.7 airline miles from the 
northern boundary of the presently indicated Burke site. 

FHA caleulations used in connection with the action by that agency referred 
to earlier place a jet plane at an altitude of 525 feet when 5 miles distant from 
takeoff. The obvious noise factor inherent in such a situation requires no 
elaboration here. Residential development in Fairfax and vicinity has under- 
gone great expansion during the past 2 years, and sizable additional develop- 
ments are now being laid out. 

In summary, the residents of Fairfax County are strongly and increasingly op- 
posed to an airport at Burke. They do not wish to see their investments in houses 
impaired, or to be subjected to the hazards of living in the vicinity of a jet airport 
I urge on their behalf that any action by this committee include full consideration 
of that fact. 

I wish to express again my appreciation of the opportunity of making this 
statement on behalf of the committee of which I am chairman and of the 
many thousands of Fairfax County residents and homeowners who are opposed 
o the Burke airport. 

PETITION 


We, the undersigned residents of Fairfax County, Va., respectfully petition 
the Board of Supervisors of Fairfax County to take whatever steps are neces- 
sary and to do everything in their power, as the policymaking and governing 
body of this county, to prevent the location, construction and operation of the 
proposed supplemental airport for Washington, D. C., at Burke or at any other 
location in this county. 

We are of the firm belief that such a project in this county would not only 
he detrimental to the future development of a large area of this county, but 
n addition would be a source of great annoyance to those of us who are now 
esidents of this county. We further believe that with the use of jet air trans- 
ports, in the very near future, we would, if such an airport were established, 
be subjected to more and greater noises, destructive vibrations, and hazard, and 
that as a result our homes and property would be greatly reduced in value for 
residential purposes. 


Signed by 24 persons. 


AIR LANE PrLots ASSOCIATION, 
Vew York, N. ¥., February 29, 1956. 
S. “MiKE” MONRONEY, 
United States Nenate, 
Washington, D.C. 

SENATOR: The writer noticed with considerable appreciation an 
expression of concern from you and your committee relative to the proposed 
RAPCON program while appearing before your group on Tebruary 21. Inas- 
much as this office believes that expansion of the proposed RAPCON program 
will create a most serious overall traffic control problem, we have taken the 
liberty of forwarding for your review, a somewhat complete file relative to the 
Langley RAPCON., 

When it is considered that there presently are proposed over 50 RAPCON 
ations, it is then pessible to appreciate why efficient traffic control will 
become more difficult as each location receives delegation for such services from 


CAA. 


ims 



















STUDY OF CIVIL AERONAUTICS ADMINISTRATION 341 






This office has constantly opposed the RAPCON program because it is felt 
that CAA has the sole statutory responsibility for effecting traffic control and, 
also, we believe safety of operations will be adversely affected by permitting 
traflic control functions from military locations utilizing inexperienced militar) 
personnel. 

We feel quite strongly that efforts should be brought about designed to spe- 
cifically and clearly outline to CAA that it is their sole responsibility to effect 
trattic control A condition wherein two or more agencies assume this respon- 
sibility cannot help but adversely affect the overall operation during peacetime 
or an emergency, 

Referring specifically to the Langley RAPCON, as can be noted from the 
attached, every attempt was madeto prevent CAA delegating traffic control au- 
thority to the military. In spite of this industry effort, the Langley RAPCON 
was commissioned effective February 1, 1956. We believe the February 8 (top 
letter in file) correspondence will indicate how rapidly traffic flow degenerated 
in the Patrick Henry area after this commissioning date. 

Furthermore, on the evening of February 27, there was a near midair col- 
lision between two scheduled airliners in the immediate vicinity of the Patrick 
Henry Airport. Preliminary investigation by CAA clearly indicates that a 
deficiency within the Langley RAPCON was the primary cause of this near 
disaster. Consequently, less than 1 month after commissioning the Langley 
RAPCON, CAA has found it necessary to rescind the Langley RAPCON Approach 
Control Authority and revert the traflic control function back to CAA located at 
Norfolk Munieipal Airport. 

We sincerely hope that it will not be necessary to experience near midail 
collision disasters between airline aircraft at these other proposed locations 
before the responsible ageney will be convinced that traffic control must be 
effected by the more experienced CAA personnel, 

We are quite confident that you and your committee view with serious con- 
ceri the problem that will be created should we be unfortunate enough to have 
au midair collision involving two heavily loaded passenger-carrying aircraft. 

Presently, we are collecting all pertinent data relating to the near midair 

ision during IFR conditions at the Patrick Henry Airport on the evening of 
February 27. We anticipate have a complete report within the next 10 days. 
If you desire any information we may have, or believe we can be of further 
assistance, please do not hesitate to call upon us. 
Sincerely vours, 
J.D. Smirn, 
Regional Safety Chairman. 





DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR Force, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington, March 10, 1956. 
Hon. A. S. MIKE MONRONEY, 
Nubcommittee No. 8—Aviation, 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce Committee, 
United States Senate. 

Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: On February 21, 1956, during the hearing held by your 
subcommittee on the subject of a second airport for the Nation’s capital, Briga 
dier General Koon agreed to submit information on the subject of the use of 
RAPCON (Radar Approach Control) by the Air Force at Langley Air Force 
Base, Va. The following information contains the history of the use of RAPCON 
to control air traftie in the Norfolk, Va., area: 

(a) Starting as early as 1951, several working groups, including members 
from the Air Force, Navy, and Civil Aeronautics Administration, studied the 
conditions leading to the air traffic control problem and congestion in the Norfolk 
area. Of these studies, the most comprehensive analysis was included in the 
Civil Aeronautics Administration Technical Development Evaluation Center 
Report No. 185, 1952. 

(b) On June 9, 1953, the United States Air Force approved the technical de 
velopment evaluation center plan in principle, with final agreement pending the 
joint United States Air Force/Navy funding of the plan. Based on this tenta- 
tive approval, the Air Coordinating Committee Airspace Panel approved the 
Plan. Subsequently, this plan was rejected by the Tactical Air Command of the 


Cnited States Air Force in that it did not provide ingress and egress of jet air- 
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craft into and vut of Langley Air Force Base. As a result of the Tactical Air 
Command objections, the Air Coordinating Committee Airspace cuse was deterred 
by the Air k'orce member. 

(c) As a result of this deferral action, the Air Coordinating Committee Air- 
space Panel appointed an ad hoc group to evaluate the Air Force objections and 
corielate any operational differences necessary to present a coordinated case to 
the Airspace Panel. This ad hoc group was composed of the best quauitied per- 
sonnel of the interested agencies, i. e., Civil Aeronautics Administration, Air 
Transport Association, Airlines Pilots Association, United States Army, United 
States Navy, and United States Air Force. 

(d) On July 15, 1954, the ad hoe group presenied a proposed plan, embracing 
the use of Civil Aeronautics Administration radar equipment at Norfolk Muni- 
cipal and Navy Norfolk traftic, and Langley RAPCUON equipment to handle 
Langley Air Force Base and Patrick Henry Airport (civil) traffic. This plan 
wus concurred in by ail members of the ad hoe group, including Air Transport 
Association and Airlines Pilots Association (encl. 2), and approved by the Air 
Coordinating Committee Airspace Panel, (encl. 1) and approach control author- 
ity was delegated to the Langley RAPCON (encls. 1, 2, 3, and 4). At this time, 
the Civil Aeronautics Administration was requested to operate the Langley 
KRAPCON in view of the civil operations at Patrick Henry Airport, but the C:vil 
Aeronuaitics Administraton reused this Air Force request. 

(e) To insure adequate operations of the Langley KRAPCON, priority was 
placed on personnel and equipment (encl. 5). Con.roller personnel were sent 
to the Civil Aeronautics Administration Norfolk center tor training 5 months 
prior to activation of the RAPCON. The originai activation date of the Langiey 
KAPCON was set as January 1, 1955. To insure adequate communications, the 
activation date was slipped by the Tactical Aur Command until May 1990, await- 
ing the procurement of an FSA-4 console. In July 1955, the RAPCON was 
equipped and ready for operation, l'urther delay was experienced due to in- 
ability to aiiect coordination with the Civil Aeronautics Administration on the 
letter of operational agreement. This coordination was effected and January 
15, 1956 was set as final date of activation. 

(f) In this interim period, the Air Transport Association and Airlines Pilots 
Association reversed their approval of the Air Force providing approach control 
for civil aircraft at Patrick Henry Airport and instituted delaying tactics 
(encl. 6). 

(y) Lhe Langley RAPCON commenced official operation February 1, 1956. 
The coutinued delegation of approach controi authority to Langiey RAPCON is 
now dependent on Civil Aeronautics Adiunistration installation and operating 
FPS-38 radar at the Norfolk center (encl. 3). 

The piesentiy agreed upon traflic-control plan does not delegate to the Air 
Force the control of all aircraft, both civil and military, operating in the Norfolk 
urea, The Langley RAPCON operated by the United States Air b'orce provides 
approach control in a localized area only to those aircraft operating to and from 
Langley Air Force Base and Patrick Henry Airport. The Langley KAPCON 
will take over control of these aircraft only after being released to them at a 
specified fix and/or altitude, by the Norfoik Civil Aeronautics Administration 
control facility (encls. 1 and 2). Civil aircraft retain the right to refuse 
radar control by the Langley RAPCON and may request separation in accordance 
With the procedures established in the Army-wavy Civil Manual. Military air- 
craft are not afforded priority handling over any other traffic in the area. The 
presently agreed upon procedures have been fully coordinated with all interested 
agencies and are detaiied in written operational agreements drawn up between 
the Norfolk Civil Aeronautics Administration control facility and the Langley 
facility, and have been approved by both the regional and Washington Civil 
Aeronautics Administration offices. 

(verall responsibility for air traffic control in the area remains with the Civil 
Aeron:uties Administration, and it is the Civil Aeronautics Administration’s re- 
sponsibility to insure that a satisfactory degree of competency, safety, and effi- 
ciency exists and is maintained. Delegation of approach control jurisdiction on 
the above basis is an accepted policy and is in effect at a number of other loca- 
tions in the United States and Territories under Civil Aeronautics Administration 
jurisdiction. Additionally, in the case of Langley RAPCON, arrangements have 
been made whereby the Civil Aeronautics Administration will provide direct 
on-the-spot supervision of the Langley approach control operation during the 
initial stages of implementation. 
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It should be pointed out that a vital air defense operation is conducted at 
Langley Air Foree Base and it is mandatory that a precedure be used today to 
provide ingress and egress of air-defense aircraft into and out of Langley 
\ir Force Base during insirument-flight rule conditions. 

Your interest in this matter is appreciated. 

Sincerely yours, 
Joe W. KELLY. 
Vajor General, USAF, 
Director, Legislative Liaison. 


ENCLOSURE 1 
August 10, 1954. 
Meeting No. 376 
II-B.—Cases Nos. 5902, 6134, and 6530 
Presented by NY Mtg. 79, Case 1270 and ASP ad hoe group (Departments of 
Commerce, Navy, and Air Force) 


PROBLEM 
NORFOLK-RICHMOND, VA., AREA 


Designation and redesignation of airways. Installation and Relocation of Navi- 
gational aids. Realinement of Radio range courses. Rescission of Caution 
Area C-52. The Norfolk Area Traffic Control Plan. 


RECOM MENDATION 


1. That the following recommendations be carried out, shown on aeronautical 
charts and published in NOT/MS and ATANS 


(a) Realine the southeast course of the Richmond, Va., L/MF radio range 
counterclockwise to lie over the Langley L/MF radio range station. 

(b) Establish a L/MF radio range in the vicinity of Waverly, Va. (Savedge), 
with the northwest course alined approximately on the Chester, Va., fan marker ; 
the northeast course alined on the Tappahannock radio range; the southeast 
course alined approximately on the Coropeake intersection (the reciprocal of the 
northwest course), and the southwest course to be the reciprocal of the northeast 
course. 

(c) The Dendron type “H” facility be relocated to a point on the north course 
of the Langley L/MF radio range in the vicinity of Haves Store and Achilles, Va., 
to be referred to as “Yorktown.” This facility to be located to provide TSO 
separation between a holding pattern north of this facility and Green Civil Air- 
way No. 6, as redesignated. 

(d) A type “H” facility be established on or west of the Patrick Henry ILS 
localizer course (to be referred to as Bacon’s Castle) in a manner so that holding 
can be accomplished with TSO separation between a pattern west of this facility 
and the Eclipse holding pattern, and between the Bacon’s Castle pattern and green 
airway No. 6, as redesignated. 

(ce) Realine the south course of the Chincoteague L/MF radio range 27 de- 
grees clockwise to bear on the Norfolk Navy L/MF radio range station. The 
north course to be reciprocal. The east and west courses are to remain on the 
present alinement. 

(f) Establish a fan marker facility on the north course of the Langley L/MF 
radio range at Yorktown, Va. (see recommendation No. 1c.). 

(7) Establish a fan marker facility on the north course of the Norfolk Navy 
L/MF at the intersection with the southeast course of the Tappahannock L/MF 
radio range. This is to be referred to as the “Gwynn intersection.” 

(h) Establish a fan marker facility on the southeast course of the Richmond, 
Va., L/MF radio range at the intersection with the northeast course of the 
Waverly, Va., L/MF radio range. This will be referred to as the “Charles City 
intersection.” 

(i) Designate a civil airway from the intersection of the northwest course 
of the Waverly, Va., radio range and the southwest course of the Richmond, Va., 
radio range (Chester) via the northwest course of the Waverly range to the 
Waverly range station; thence via the southeast course of the Waverly radio 
range to its intersection with the southwest course of the Norfolk, Va., radio 
range. 
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(j) Designate a civil airway from the Tappahannock, Va., radio range station 
via the northeast course of the Waverly, Va., radio range to the Waverly, Va. 
radio range station; then via the southwest course of the Waverly radio range 
to its intersection with the northeast radial of the Rocky Mount, N. C., VAR, 
(Approved for conversion to VOR in ASP 372.) 

(A) Designate a civil airway from the Chincoteague radio range along the 
realined southwest course to the Norfolk Navy radio range station, excluding 
that portion falling within danger areas D—45 and D-47. 

(1) Realine the northeast course of the Blackstone, Va., radio range 22° clock- 
wise to 272° magnetic (267° True) toward the station to intersect the west 
course of the Langley radio range in the vicinity of Disputanta, Va. The 
remaining three courses are to remain on the present alinement. 

(#) Designate a civil airway from the Blackstone, Va., radio range to the 
intersection of the east course of Blackstone and the southwest course of the 
Richmond, Va., radio range, excluding danger area D-44, thence via the east 
course of the Blackstone, Va., radio range to the Langley AFB, Va., radio range 
station, via the intersection of the realined east course of Blackstone and the 
west course of Langley. 

(n) Rescind caution area C52, known as Franklin Caution Area, which is 
assigned to the United States Navy for acrobatic activity. 

(0) Redesignate the Norfolk circular control area extension to a radius of 55 
miles from the southern tip of Newport News at Latitude 36°57’44’’ Longitude 
76°24'44’" excluding all danger, warning and caution areas and that portion 
of airspace below 2,000 feet beyond the shoreline of the United States. 

(p) Designate a civil airway from the Gwynn intersection via the north 
course of the Norfolk Navy radio range to the Norfolk Navy radio range station 
excluding danger area D-49 (extension of Red No. 19). 


DISCUSSION 


-* 


2. The case was submitted to Washington in April 1953 in New York meeting 
No. 79. The Tactical Air Command withdrew support of the plan, and the 
Washington Airspace Subcommittee returned the case to the New York Subcom- 
mittee in October 1958. It was requested that the case be resubmitted after 
agreement had been reached at regional level. . 

3. The Norfolk plan (case No. 5902) was returned to the Washington Air- 
space Subcommittee in March 1954 in New York meeting No. 85, indicating 
Tactical Air Command had withdrawn their objections. The New York sub- 
committee also submitted case No. 6134 in New York meeting No. 81, recommend- 
ing realinement of the Richmond, Va., and Blackstone, Va., radio ranges. This 
case Was approve: by the Washington Subcommittee in meeting No. 353, 
January 26, 1954. Subsequently the United States Air Force member requested 
deferral of action in case No. 6134, and action was taken by the Washington 
Subcommittee to held the case. The Washington Subcommittee approved case 
No, 53819 in meeting No. 310 on February 17, 1953, recommending installation of 
a type “MHW” radio facility at Bacon’s Castle, Va. Also deferred was case 
No. 6530, New York meeting No. 85, covering relocation of the Dendron “MHW” 
facility to Fort Eustis, Va. All of. the above-listed cases (5902, 6530, 6184, and 
o819) are pertinent to the Norfolk terminal area study. 

! The United States Air Force member requested deferral of Washington 

Subcommittee action on all pertinent cases to the Norfolk plan due to further 
objections by the Tactical Air Command. <As the result cf this action, the 
Washington Subcommittee appointed an ad hoc working group, chaired by the 
Army member, to evaluate the Air Perce objections and with directions to cor- 
relate any operational differences necessary to present a coordinated case to the 
subcommittee. 
5. The ad hoe working group agreed to the withdrawal of existing cases Nos. 
5902, 6134, and 5819 from the docket so that all pertinent recommendations 
should be embodied in one paper for clarification purposes. It should be recog- 
nized that it is not the norma! function of the Washington Airspace Subcom- 
mittee to resolve operational problems in this manner, except where it is agreed 
that no other alternative is plausible. It was agree by all agencies that this 
course of action was justifiable to resolve the problem. 

6. The major problem of issue presented by the United States Air Force was 
the desire to include provisions in the Norfolk plan for a straight-in approach 
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procedure to runway 7 at Langley Field, which could be utilized by jet aircraft 
without compromise of the basic TDEC air-traffic pattern recommended for the 
area, 

7. The ad hoc working group in the conduct of the study of this problem 
recognized that the full scope of operational discussion could not be embodied 
in the paper to be presented to the Washington Airspace Subcommittee, but that 
this paper should embrace the facility recommendations with minimum opera- 
tional discussion, It was also recognized that certain aspects of the problem 
involving coordination of procedures between Norfolk CAA control and Langley 
approach control could only be handled.effectively by agreement at local level. 

8. The following minimum operational information is included so that the 
ceneral pattern of the agreements of the ad hoc working group may be correlated 
with the final recommendations : 

Holding patterns 

Holding patterns will remain essentially unchanged from the original TDEC 
plan except as noted below: 

A. A holding pattern will be established on the west side of the north course 
of the Langley range between Yorktown and a point 2 minutes north, utilizing 
25007" feet and successive 1,000-foot altitude levels thereabove. 

B. An ADF holding pattern will be established west of the relocated Bacons 
Castle facility utilizing 1,500, 2,500, and 3,500 feet. This pattern will be utilized 
for piston-engined traffic destined for Patrick Henry Airport and Langley Field. 
Inbound routings 

These will remain essentially as shown for the combination system (see 
tuched chart) in the TDEC report except : 

A. The jet letdown for Langley Field will commence over the Morrison “H” 
facility (Langley ILS outer marker) at an altitude of 20,000 feet, descending to 
10,000 feet on an outbound track of 305° magnetic; thence a descending left turn 

»}an inbound track of 95° back to Morrison; thence a left turn and in on the 
[LS course to runway 7. This letdown procedure will be published as standard 
for jet operations at Langley Field. 

3. Piston-engined traffic from the north and northwest destined for Patrick 
Henry or Langley may be routed to Yorktown via Tappahannock and Sharps 
(Blue 56.). 


at 
at 


Outbound routings 


Outbound routings will reniain as shown for the combination system. (See 
attached chart.) 


Newport News-Norfolk shuttle flights 


Shuttle flights will be coordinated between the Langley RAPCON and Norfolk 
control, with respect to routings, altitudes, and change of jurisdiction of control. 
In general, it is believed that flights from Norfolk to Newport News can be 
routed like other Northwest bound departures, over the Langley range to York- 
town or if possible, to be radar vectored from that point to Newport News by 
the Langley CAPCON., 

Shuttle flights in the reverse direction will be handled as the traffic situation 
dictates after coordination. 

Control jurisdiction 

A. Norfolk control will exercise overall control of the urea as at present. 

hb. Langley RAPCON will exercise approach control over Langley AFB and 
Patrick Henry. 

(. Utilizing radar control procedures, Norfolk control will feed the final ap- 
proaches to Oceana, Norfolk Municipal and Chambers Field. 

I), Langley RAPCON will control Langley bound jet aircraft in the letdown 
pattern, after release of such aircraft by Norfolk control over Morrison at 20,000 
feet, and aircraft in the Bacons Castle and Yorktown patterns after such air- 
craft are released to them by Norfolk control. 


This altitude reference, and others in this paper, are based on incomplete knowledge 
inimum safe altitudes and may be subject to some minor revision. 
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Kk. Norfoik control will control all departures from all airports and provide 
radar departure control as required between departures fom Norfolk Municipal, 
Oceana, and Chambers Field. The Langley RAPCON will provide radar separa- 
tion between all aircraft departing Langley Field and Patrick Henry airport 
until ANC sepuration is achieved. Radar departure control may also be pro- 
vided by Langley RAPCON for conventional departures and between such de- 
partures and jet departures from Patrick Henry and Langley Field subject to 
coordination with Norfolk control with respect to other traffic in the area. 


Control restrictions 

a. Jet aircraft in (heir letdown approaching Langley Field may not descend 
below 4,500 feet uniil determined to be clear of the TSO airspace criteria of the 
sSacons Casile pattern. 

b. Jet aircraft in the Langley letdown pattern may not descend below 10,600 
feet until commencing their turn to an inbound heading to provide altitude 
separation between such approaches and westbound traffic between the Langley 
range and Richmond. 

¢. The Bacons Castle holding pattern will not be used during periods when jet 
aircraft destined for Langley cannot be controlled by radar. In the event of 
radar failure occurring during a period when jet aircraft approaches are in 
progress, such approaches will be suspended until this pattern can be cleared. 
When the Bacons Castle patterns cannot be used, approaches of piston-engined 
aircraft to Patrick Henry Airport and Langley Feld will be from Yorktown. 

d. Departures from Chambers Field, Norfolk Municipal, and Oceana shall nor 
mally cross Buckroe Beach at or above 2,500 and Langley range at or above 
2,500 to provide altitude separation between such departures and jet approaches 
or piston engined approaches from Yorktown to Patrick Henry and/or Langley 
Field. This will also provide altitude separation between westbound departures 
from Chambers Field, Norfolk Municipal, and Oceana and jet departures from 
Langley. 

e. Departures proceeding via Green 6 to Richmond shall not be cleared above 
9,000 feet until lateral separation is afforded between such departures and jet 
letdowns into Langley. 


General considerations 

a. Consideration shall be given in selecting a site for Savedge to securing 
lateral separation between tratfic S-E bound on this airway and traffic holding 
at Eclipse, and, if possible, at Bacons Castle. If necessary, a 1 minute holding 
pattern should be utilized at these points. A site in the vicinity of Waverly 
Airport would permit this. 

b. In the event Langley radar becomes inoperative, radar control of traffic 
normally under the jurisdiction of the Langley RAPCON may be assumed by 
Norfolk control to the maximum extent consistent with the personnel available 
to handle the workload and the capabilities of the equipment. 

c. The procedures will become effective after suitable operations letters 
have been prepared, and after recommended facility changes are complete. 

Radar approaches to Langley Field should be covered by appropriate pro- 
cedures so that in event of failure of identification, no interference between 
inbound jet aircraft and holding aircraft at Bacons Castle will occur. 

The jet penetration procedure for Langley Field should be established to 
insure that jet aircraft utilizing this procedure shall not proceed beyond a 
geographical area defined as follows: Northern limit—Outbound track of 305° 
magnetic from the Morrison type “H” facility; Western limit—a line 10 miles 
east and parallel to the eastern boundary of the Savedge-Tappahannock airway; 
southern limit—a line extending from Morrison type “H” facility to the west- 
ward on a bearing of 275°. 

* ke * * * * 
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ENCLOSURE 2 
Civin, AERONAUTICS ADMINISTRATION 


OFFICE MEMORANDUM 
JuLY 15, 1954. 
‘’o: Secretary, ACC/Airspace Subcommittee 
From: Commerce Member, ACC/Airspace Subcommittee 
Subject : Norfolk Facility Plan—Case No. 5902. 

Attached hereto you will find a draft of the Norfolk Case No. 5902. which 
we have drafted as the result of the conclusions of the ad hoe working group 
after a nmuber of meetings. 

This draft is being circulated to members of the ad hoe group by copy of 
this memorandum with a request that any comments be forwarded to your office 
for further handling. 

It is suggested that vou include this on the agenda of the July 27 or August 

meeting of the Washington subcommittee, if that is agreeable to the ehair 

n of the ad hoe working group. 

JAMES CLERICUZIO, 
E. R. MERLING, W-314 


[Presented by Ad Hoe Working Group, Washington, Airspace Subcommittee] 
AIDS TO AIR NAVIGATION 
PROBLEM 
rfolk, Va.—Terminal Area, Air Traftic Control Plan. 
DISCUSSION 


1. This case was submitted to Washington in April 1953 in New York meeting 
No. 792. The Tactical Air Command withdrew support of the plan, and the 
Washington Airspace Subcommittee returned the case to the New York sub- 
committee in October 1958. It was requested that the case be resubmitted after 
agreement had been reached at regional level. 

”. The Norfolk plan (case No, 5902) was returned to the Washington Airspace 
Subcommittee in March 1954 in New York meeting No. 85 indicating Tactical 
Air Command had withdrawn their objections. The New York subcommittee 
also submitted case No. 6134 in New York meeting No. 81 recommending realine- 
ment of the Richmond, Va., and Blackstone, Va., radio ranges. This case was 
approved by the Washington subcommittee in meeting No. 353, January 26, 1954. 
Subsequently the United States Air Force member requested referral of action on 
case No. 61384 and action was taken by the Washington subcommittee to hold the 
case. The Washington subcommittee approved case No. 5819 in meeting No. 310 
on February 17, 1953, recommending installation of a type MHW type radio 
facility at Baecon’s Castle, Va. Also deferred was case No. 6530, New York 
meeting No. 85 covering relocation of the Dendron MHW facility to Fort 
Eustis, Va. All of the above listed cases (5902, 6530, 6134 and 5819) are pertinent 
to the Norfolk terminal area study. 

3. The United States Air Force member requested deferral of Washington sub- 
committee action on all pertinent cases to the Norfolk plan due to further ob- 
jections by the Tactical Air Command. As the result of this action, the Washing- 
ton subcommittee appointed an ad hoe working group, chaired by the Army 
member, to evaluate the Air Force objections and with directions to correlate 
any operational differences necessary to present a coordinated case to the subecom- 
mittee. 

t. The ad hoe working group agreed to the withdrawal of existing cases 5902 
6154 and 5819 from the docket so that all pertinent recommendations should be 
embodied in one paper for clarification purposes. Tt shoutd be recognized that 
itis not the normal function of the Washington Airspace Subcommittee to resolve 
operational problems in this manner except, where it is agreed that no other 
vternative is plausible. It was agreed by all agencies that this course of action 
Was justifiable to resolve the problem. 

» The major problem of issue presented by the United Siates Air Force was 
the desire to include provisions in the Norfolk plan for a straight-in approach 





348 STUDY OF CIVIL AERONAUTICS ADMINISTRATION 


procedure to runway 7 at Langley Field, which could be utilized by jet aircraft 
without compromise of the basic TDEC air traffic pattern recommended for the 
area. 

6. The ad hoe working group in the conduct of the study of this problem 
recognized that the full scope of operational discussion could not be embodied 
in the paper to be presented to the Washington Airspace Subcommittee, but that 
this paper should embrace the facility recommendations with minimum opera- 
tional discussion. It was also recognized that certain aspects of the problem 
involving coordination of procedures between Norfolk CAA control and Langley 
approach control could only be handled effectively by agreement at local levels. 

7. The following minimum operational information is included so that the 
general pattern of the agreements of the ad hoc working group may be correlated 
With the final recommendations : 


Holding patterns 

Holding patterns will remain essentially unchanged from the original TDEC 
plan except as noted below : 

A. A holding pattern will be established on the west side ef the north course 
of the Langley range between Yorktown and a point 2 minutes north, utilizing 
2.5007 feet and successive 1,000-foot altitude levels thereabove. 

B. An ADF holding pattern will be established west of the relocated Bacons 
Castle facility utilizing 1,500, 2,500 and 3,500 feet. This pattern will be utilized 
for piston engined traffic destined for Patrick Henry Airport and Langley Field. 


Inbound routings 

These will remain essentially “as shown for the combination system in the 
TDEC report excerpts : 

A. The jet letdown for Langley Field will commence over the Morrison “H” 
facility (Langley ILS outer marker) at an altitude of 20,000 feet, descending to 
10,000 feet on an outbound track of 305° magnetic: thence a descending 
left turn to an inbound track of 95° back to Morrison: thence a left turn 
and in on the ILS course to runway 7. This letdown procedure will be pub- 
lished as standard for jet operations at Langley Field. 

B. Piston-engined traffic from the north and northwest destined for Patrick 
Henry or Langley may be routed to Yorkton yia Tappahannock Sharps. (Biue 
m6 ) 

Outbound routings 

Outbound routings will remain as shown for the combination system (see at- 

ched chart). 


\ 


Vewport News-Norfolk shuttle flights 


Shuttle flights will be coordinated between the Langley RAPCON and Norfolk 
control, with respect to routings, altitudes, and change of jurisdiction of control. 
In general, it is believed that flights from Norfolk to Newsport News can be 
routed like other Northwest bound departures, over the Langley range to York- 
town or if possible, to be radar vectored from that point to Newport News by 
the Langley RAPCON. 

Shuttle flights in the reverse direction will be handled as the traffic situation 
dictates after coordination 
Control jurisdiction 

A. Norfolk control will exercise Overall control of the area as at present. 

B. Langley RAPCON exercise approach control over Patrick Henry and 
Langley. 

©. Utilizing radar control procedures, Norfolk control will feed the final ap- 
proaches to Oceana, Norfolk Municipal and Chambers Field. 

D>. Langley RAPCON will control Langley-bound jet aircraft in the letdown 
pattern, after release of such aircraft by Norfolk control over Morrison at 20,000 
feet, and all aircraft in the Bacons Castle and Yorktown patterns inbound to 
Patrick Henry and Langley AFB after such aircraft are reieased to them by 
Norfolk control. 

E). Norfolk control will control all departures from all airports and provide 
radar departure control as required between departures from Norfolk Municipal, 


1This altitude reference, and others in this paper, are based on incomplete knowledge of 
minimum safe altitudes, and may be subject to some minor revision. 





STUDY OF CIVIL AERONAUTICS ADMINISTRATION 349 


Oceana and Chambers Field. The Langley RAVCON will provide radar separa- 
tion between all aircraft departing Langley Field and Patrick Henry Airport 
intil ANC separation is achieved. Radar departure control may also be pro- 
vided by Langley RAPCON for conventional departures and between such de- 
partures and jet departures from Patrick Henry and Langley Field subject to 
ordination with Norfolk control with respect to other tratlic in the area. 


itrol restrictions 

A. Jet aircraft in their letdown approaching Langley Field may not descend 
heiow 4,500 feet until determined to be clear of the TSO airspace criteria of 
he Bacons Castle pattern. 

ib. Jet aircraft in the Langley letdown pattern may not descend below 10,000 
feet until Commencing their turn to an inbound heading to provide altitude 
separation between such approaches and westbound tratlic between the Langley 

nge and Richmond. 

. The Bacons Castle holding pattern will not be used during periods when 
et aircraft destined for Langley cannot be controlled by radar. In the event 
f radar failure occurring during a period when jet aircraft approaches are in 
progress, such approaches will be suspended until this pattern can be cleared. 
When the Bacons Castile patterns cannot be used, approaches of piston-engined 
aircraft to Patrick Henry Airport and Langley Field will be from Yorktown. 

Ly. Departures from Chambers Field, Norfolk Municipal and Oceana shall nor- 
mally cross Buckroe Beach at or above 2,500 and Langley range at or above 2,500 
to provide altitude separation between such departures and jet approaches or 

on-engined approaches from Yorktown to Patrick Henry and/or Langley 

1. This will also provide altitude separation between westbound departures 
(Chambers Field, Norfolk Municipal, and Oceana and jet departures from 
gley. 
Departures proceeding via Green 6 to Richmond shall not be cleared above 

1) feet until lateral separation is afforded between such departures and jet 

wns into Langley. 


ral considerations 

Consideration should be given in selecting a site for Savedge to securing 

| separation between traffic SE bound on this airway and traftic holding at 

se, and, if possible at Bacons Castle. If necessary, a 1-minute holding pat- 
n should be utilized at these points. A site in the vicinity of Waverly Airport 

d permit this. 

In the event Langley radar becomes inoperative, radar control of traffic 
mally under the jurisdiction of the Langley RAPCON may be assumed by 
‘olk control to the maximum extent consistent with the personnel available 

ndle the workload and the capabilities of the equipment. 

The procedures will become effective after suitable operations letters have 

prepared, and after recommended facility changes are complete. 

lar approaches to Langley Field should be covered by appropriate pro 

es so that in event of failure of identification, no interference between 

nd jet aircraft and holding aircraft at Bacons Castle will oceur. 

‘jet penetration procedure for Langley Fieid should be established to insure 

jet aircraft utilizing this procedure shall not proceed beyond a geographical 

area defined as follows: Northern limit—outbound track of 305° magnetic 
from the Morrison type H facility: western limit—a line 10 miles east and 
parallel to the eastern boundary of the Savedge-Tappahannock airway; southern 
im a line extending from Morrison type “FH” facility to the westward on a 
bearing of 275°. 


RECOM MENDATION 


l. Realine the southeast course of the Richmond, Va., L/MF radio range 
counterclockwise to lie over the Langley L/MF radio range station. 

2. Establish a L/MF radio range in the vicinity of Waverly, Va., (Savedge) 
With the northwest course alined approximately on the Chester, Va., fan marker: 
the northeast course alined on the Tappahannock radio range; the sitheast 

se alined approximately on the Coripeake intersection, the reciprocal of 
rthwest course, and the southwest course the reciprocal of the northeast 


WOE n6—-—- 23 
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3. The Dendron type “H” facility be relocated to a point on the north course 
of the Langley L/MF radio range in the vicinity of Hayes Store and Achilles, 
Va., to be referred to as “Yorktown”. This facility to be located to provide 
TSO separation between a holding pattern north of this facility and green civil 
airway No. 6 as redesignated. 

4. A type “H” facility be established on or west of the Patrick Henry ILS 
localizer course (to be referred to as Bacons Castle) in a manner so that hold- 
ing cun be accomplished with TSO separation between a pattern west of this 
facility and the eclipse holding pattern, and between the Bacons Castle pattern 
and green airway No. 6 as redesignated. 

5. Realign the south course of the Chincoteague L/MF radio range 27 degrees 
clockwise to bear on the Norfolk Navy L/MF radio range station. 'The north 
course to be reciprocal. The east and west courses are to remain on the present 
alinement. 

6. Establish a fan marker facility on the north course of the Langley L/MF 
radio range at Yorktown, Va. (see recommendation No. 3). 

7. Establish a fan marker facility on the north course of the Norfolk Navy 
L/MF at the intersection with the southeast course of the Tappahannock L/MF 
radio range. This is to be referred as the Gwynn intersection. 

8. Establish a fan marker facility on the southeast course of the Richmond, 
Va., L/MF radio range at the intersection with the northeast course of the 
Waverly, Va., L/MF radio range. This will be referred to as the Charles City 
intersection. 

9. Designate a civil airway from the intersection of the northwest course of 
the Waverly, Va., radio range and the southwest course of the Richmond, Va.., 
radio range (Chester) via the northwest course of the Waverly range to the 
Waverly range station; thence via the southeast course of the Waverly radio 
range to its intersection with the southwest course of the Norfolk, Va., radio 
range. 

10. Designate a civil airway from the Tappahannock, Va., radio range station 
via the northeast course of the Waverly, Va., radio range to the Waverly, Va., 
radio range station; thence via the southwest course of the Waverly radio range 
to its intersection with the northeast radial of the Rocky Mount, N. C., VAR. 
(Approved for conversion to VOR in ASP 372.) 

11. Designate a civil airway from the Chincoteague radio range along the 
realined southwest course to the Norfolk Navy radio range station, excluding 
that portion falling within danger areas D-45 and D-47. 

12. Realine the northeast course of the Blackstone, Va., radio range 22° 
clockwise to 272° magnetic (267° true) toward the station to intersect the west 
course of the Langley radio range in the vicinity of Disputanta, Va. The re- 
maining three courses are to remain on the present alinement. 

13. Rescind caution area C-52, known as Franklin caution area which is as- 
section of realined Blackstone northeast course with southwest course of Rich- 
mond) and the radio range station to be located in the vicinity of Waverly, Va. 

14. Rescind Caution Area C—52, known as Franklin Caution Area which is as- 
signed to the United States Navy for acrobatic activity. 

15. Redesignate the Norfolk circular control area extension to a radius of 
55 miles from the southern tip of Newport News at latitude 36°57'44’’ longitude 
76°24'44’’ excluding all danger areas and that portion of airspace below 2,000 
feet beyond the shoreline of the United States. 

16. Designate a civil airway from the Gwynn intersection via the north course 
of the Norfolk Navy radio range to the Norfolk Navy radio range station exclud- 
ing danger area D—49 (extension of red No. 19). 

17. Designate a civil airway from the Blackstone, Va., radio range to the inter- 
section of the east course of Blackstone and the southwest course of the Rich- 
mond, Va., radio range, excluding danger area D-44, thence via the east course 
of the Blackstone, Va., radio range to the Langley AFB, Va., radio range station, 
via the intersection of the realined east course of Blackstone and the west course 


of Langley. 
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ENCLOSURE 3 


DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE, 
CiviL AERONAUTICS ADMINISTRATION, 
Washington, D.C. 
Col. V. L. STINTzI, 
Chief, Operations Support Division—D /O, 
Department of the Air Force, Washington, D. C. 


DEAR COLONEL StTintTz1I: Reference is made to Colonel Necrason’s letter of 
August 11, 1955, concerning the determination of the agency to exercise approach 
control over Patrick Henry Airport. 

We have carefully reviewed all of the factors involved in this situation and 
have determined that approach control authority should be delegated to the 
Langley RAPCON. In order to implement this decision, we have asked our 
first regional office to proceed as rapidly as possible with the development of a 
suitable letter of agreement governing operations at Langley and Patrick Henry 
along the lines agreed to by the ad hoe working group of the Airspace Sub- 
committee. We have asked the region to include procedures for handling shuttl 
flights between Patrick Henry and Norfolk in this agreement in addition to the 
material already included in the proposed draft operations letter dated April 
25. Further, we have asked the region to prepare an appropriate operations 
letter covering arrival and departure procedures for coordination with user repre- 
sentatives in the usual manner. 

We believe that this action will resolve the current questions regarding opera- 
tions in the Norfolk area and we further believe that it will permit operations t 
begin at Langley at an early date. We should like to point out, however, that 
procedures agreed to at this time should not necessarily be considered permanent ; 
as operational experience is gained and as new factors such as the FPS-& 
which is being installed at Norfolk, come into being, the procedures will be 
revised as necessary to insure the maximum efficiency of operations in the 
area at all times. 

Sincerely yours, 
JOSEPH H. TIPPETs, 
Director, Office of Federal Airways. 


EXNCLOSURE 4 


DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE, 
Ci1vit AERONAUTICS ADMINISTRATION, 
Washington, D.C. 
Col. C. F. NECRASON, 
Chief, Operations and Commitments Division, Directorate of Operations 
DSC/O, Department of the Air Force, Washington 25, D. C. 

DEAR COLONEL NECRASON: This is in reference to the telephone conversation 
between representatives of the Civil Aeronautics Administration’s Airways Oper- 
aions Division and your Air Traffic Control Branch concerning the designation of 
the approach control agency for the Patrick Henry Airport at Newport News, Va. 
Virginia. 

We have discussed this matter with representatives of our first regional 
office and have concluded that traffic destined for Patrick Henry Airport can 
be handled by Norfolk approach control without compromising the mission of 
the Langley Air Force Base. We believe procedures can be worked out whereby 
Langley-destined aircraft can be released to Langley approach control and 
handled without conflict with Patrick Henry traffic. 

We have requested our first regional office to contact appropriate Air Force 
operations personnel at Langley Air Force Base as soon as possible for the 


purpose of developing satisfactory operating procedures along the lines de- 
scribed above. 


Sincerely yours, 
Josernu H. TIPPeEts, 
Director, Office of Federal Airways. 
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ENCLOSURE 5 
AFOOP-OS-A 
Subject: Approach Control Authority—Langley RAPCON, 
Through: Commander, Military Air Transport Service, Andrews Air Force Base, 
Washington 25, D. C. 
To: Commander, Airways and Air Communications Service, Andrews Air Force 
Base, Washington 25, D. C. 

1. Reference is made to telephone conversation between Lieutenant Colonel 
McCaskell, AFOOP-OS-—A, and Mr. Sellers, Headquarters AACS, on September 
22, concerning commissioning and delegation of approach control authority to the 
Langley RAVCON. 

2. knclose 1 outlines CAA decision and progress toward deleagtion of ap- 
proach control authority to Langley RAPCON. 

3. Due to previous and continued opposition from various user agencies to 
military control in this area, desire fullest possible AACS support of this 
facility to insure continued high degree of operational competency. Reference 
AFOOP-OC-A message 35361, dated August 9, 1955, authorizing top ZI priority. 

4, Advise this headquarters if assistance is required in finalization of satis- 
factory operational agreements. 

By order of the chief of staff, 


MINUTES OF ATR TRAFFIC CONTROL MEETING, MUNICIPAL Atrporr, NORFOLK, VA 


DECEMBER 13, 1955 
Presiding, W. Thomas Deason 


CONFEREERS 


L. V. Draveustadt, CAA, Aviation Safety, District of Columbia, Washington 
National Airport 

T. F. Walsh, Jr, CAA, Aviation Safety, District of Columbia, Washington 
National Airport. 

R. J. Bahr, CAA, Patrick Henry Airport, Denbigh, Va. 

Paul Moore, CAA, first region, New York, N. Y. 

Anton Schanz, CAA, first region, New York, N. ¥ 

James L. Lampl, CAA, Norfolk Center, Norfolk, Va. 

I. R. Wilkins, CAA, Norfolk Center, Norfolk, Va. 

M. K. Holsen, CAA, Norfolk Center, Norfolk, Va. 

J. P. Watterson, CAA, Norfolk Center, Norfolk, Va. 

R. E. Henderson, CAA, Norfolk Center, Norfolk, Va. 

Kk. J. Malo, CAA, Norfolk Center, Norfolk, Va. 

Frank Schaefer, CAA, Norfolk Center, Norfolk, Va. 

Cc. D. Stevens, CAA, Richmond Tower, Richmond, Va. 

L. E. Fleming, CAA facilities maintenance, Norfolk, Va. 

N. W. Thorp, CAA, ARTCC, Washington, D. C. 

John Groves, ATA, New York, N. Y. 

T. A. Basnight, ATA, New York, N. Y. 

E. C. Marlin, manager, Patrick Henry Airport, Denbigh, Va. 

Maj. J. A. Cascoigne, Headquarters USAF, liaison officer, CAA, first region, 
New York, N. Y. 

Maj. H. K. Hansen, Wing Operations, 405th FBW, Langley Air Force Base, Va. 

Capt. G. W. LaPorte, Wing Operations, 405th FBW, Langley Air Force Base, Va. 

Maj. B. C. McLeod, Base Operations, Langley Air Force Base, Va. 

Maj. R. F. Harvey, commander, 1915th AACS Squadron, Langley <Air Force 
Base, Va. 

Capt. L. H. Potter, 1913th AACS Squadron, Langley Air Force Base, \ 

R. B. Barnes, 1913th AACS Squardon, Langley Air Force Base, \ 

( 
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Capt. 

Capt John Schwall, 1800th AACS Squadron, Tinker Air Force Base, 
Capt. C. E. Beatley, ALPA (Capital Airlines), Washington, D.C. 

Capt. J. H. Wylie, ALPA (Capital Airlines), Norfolk, Va. 

Capt. J. N. VanPatten, Jr.. ALPA (Capital Airlines), Washington, D. ©. 
Capt. E. J. Thurber, Jr., ALPA (Piedmont Airlines), Norfolk, Va. 

Capt. J..G. Fickling, ALPA (Piedmont Airlines), Norfolk, Va. 

Capt. G. Russel, Capital Airlines, Norfolk, Va. 


M. A. Crowder, Capital Airlines, Washington, D. C. 
4. M. Whittaker, Piedmont Airlines, Norfolk, Va. 
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Capt. T. C. Nicholson, Piedmont Airlines, Winston Salem, N. C. 

Capt. J. W. Lewis, Piedmont Airlines, Winston Salem, N. C. 

Capt. L. W. McNames, Piedmont Airlines, Wilmington, N. C. 

Capt. R. F. Schulte, Piedmont Airlines, Norfolk, Va. 

George C. Diggs, Eastern Airlines, Miami International Airport, Miami, Fla. 
Comdr. P. E. Dickson, CNAB-5, USNAS, Norfolk, Va. 


Mr. Lampl opened the meeting by giving a brief résumé of the events which 
took place within the past 4 years, which have lead up to the present coordina- 
tion, as follows: 

AIR TRAFFIC CONTROL PLAN NORFOLK AREA 


During the year 1951, the Norfolk area was recognized as one of the heavily 
congested traffic areas in the United States. Washington CAA, recognizing this, 
requested the Technical Development and Evaluation Center, Indianapolis, Ind., 
to make a study of the area. An extensive program was conducted at Indianap- 
olis with simulated radar techniques during the year 1952. The findings were 
presented in TDEC Report No. 185. 

On June 30, 1952, the Norfolk ATC Committee recommended a specific im- 
provement program based on the TDEC findings. ‘The Norfolk CAA facility, the 
Fifth Naval District, United States Navy, and the Langley Air Force Base com- 
mander, agreed and subsequently submitted recommendations for the establish- 
ment, relocation and realinement of radio facilities in the area to improve the 
flow of traffic and permit greater traffic control efficiency. As a result, this plan 
was approved by the New York Airspace Subcommittee in April 1953, Case No. 
5902, and it was submitted to the Washington subcommittee for further action. 
In the meantime, Tactical Air Command Headquarters at Langley withdrew sup- 
port of the plan and it was returned to New York, where no further action on 
the case was taken. 

In compliance with a request by Tactical Air Command Headquarters, all mat- 
ters pertinent to the Norfolk plan of operation and navigational facility layout 
were taken up directly by the Washington Airspace Subcommittee. This group 
made certain changes in the original plan and presented a detailed program, 
which was recommended in Meeting No. 876. The primary changes, as contained 
in the Washington recommendation over the plans submitted by the New York 
subcommittee in Case No, 5902, are as follows: 

(a) The jet approach procedure at Langley was changed from the general 
area north of the Langley range to the area west of Langley. 

b) The committee specifically delegated the control of the Langley and Pat- 
ric Henry Airport IFR approach traffic to the Air Force. 

There was a stipulation that the reeommended procedures would become effec- 
tive upon completion of facility changes and after operational agreements were 
prepared, 

The Norfolk facility and the first regional office, felt that equal efficiency would 
be achieved if the Norfolk center handled the Patrick Henry Airport traffie and 
suggested such a change, The CAA Washington office did not agree, and directed 
the first region, CAA, to develop suitable procedures for the control of Patrick 
Henry traffic by Langley Air Force Base. The CAA therefore supports the policy 
as recommended in Washington Airspace meeting No, 3876. 

Today, all navigational facility changes have been completed and all ne 
essary operational agreements have been prepared in accordance with the criteria 
specified by Washington subcommittee. These procedures were fully coordinated 
with the Air Force. ‘The meeting today was enalled to discuss the operation 
letter dealing with radar procedures which will be used for traffie control at 
Langley Air Force Base. 

Mr. Schanz then amplified the CAA’s position by stating that the meeting was 
called for the purpose of coordinating the Langley Air Force Base radar opera- 
tions letter, as required by the CAA Manual of Operations II-A-I. The CAA 
has always coordinated such procedures with the users when radar service is to 
be innugurated at CAA locations. It was explained that the airspace involved 
here has been delegated to Langley for operation of radar and approach control 
in that area. Therefore, the United States Air Force would handle the co- 
ordination and the meeting was then turned over to Mr. Deason of TAC Head- 
quarters, Langley Air Force Base. 

Mr. Deason asked the group if there were any questions they desired answered 
with reference to coordinating procedures before going over the letter, paragraph 
by paragraph, and receiving comments. 
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Captain Wylie requested before going into the letter that each person identify 
himself and the organization represented. 

Mr. Basnight asked as to what coordinating procedures were going to be 
used. He was advised that the coordinating procedures as outlined in the CAA 
Manual of Operations would be used. 

Mr. Groves then said he would like to make a statement, which follows: 

“Mr. Chairman, I represent the Air Transport Association of America, whose 
membership includes most of the certificated scheduled airlines of the United 
States, and all those airlines serving the Newport News-Norfolk area. 

“As you already know, the Air Transport Association has, together with 
its member airlines, favored Civil Aeronautics Administration control of all 
civil traffic. This has been the airline position in the past and it still is today. 
This applies not only in the case under discussion here, but in any and all 
similar cases. Asa matter of fact, we have been informed by Air Force personnel 
in Washington that the military would actually prefer not to assume respon- 
sibility for the control of civil traffic, a function which is the statutory respon- 
sibility of CAA. The continued division of such vital responsibility among several 
agencies, with its attendant liabilities, can only work to the detriment of all 
concerned, military and civil alike. Air line views in this regard are clearly 
stated in our letter dated April 12, 1955, addressed to the-Administrator of 
Civil Aeronautics. As previously stated, we are impelled to again voice 
this viewpoint here today as we have in the past. 

“Since any actions taken by either Air Force or CAA in connection with the 
Langley-Norfolk area must necessarily involve aircraft operated by ATA member 
companies, we have been invited by CAA to participate in this meeting dealing 
with an operations letter for the Langley RAPCON. We are therefore prepared 
to enumerate and discuss various points in the subject operations letter about 
which we have some question. It should not be construed or inferred in any 
way that our cooperation today is any relaxation or reversal of our previous 
stand. 

“It is our opinion that the proper solution to the Langley-Patrick Henry prob- 
lem is the continuation of CAA control of the total Norfolk area, supplemented 
at the earliest possible moment by the FPS-8 equipment, which we understand 
will be available for operational use in approximately 90 days. The advantages 
of this recommendation are as follows: 

“(a) The continuation of a single agency control will be more efficient than 
divided responsibility, since it will eliminate the otherwise necessary coordina- 
tion between control agencies. 

“(b) The capabilities of the FPS-8 are far superior to the ASR-2 or CPN-18, 
both with respect to range and altitude, thereby making possible radar identifi- 
eation and integration of control procedures in a more orderly manner. ‘This 
is especially desirable for jet traffic. 

“(c) The Air Force CPN-18 can continue to be utilized in the same manner 
as has been the practice in the past, providing effective control for Langley 
traffic in the final letdown stage of operations.” 

Mr. Basnight of ATA read ATA’s letter to CAA, 

AIR TRANSPORT ASSOCIATION OF AMERICA, 
Washington, D.C., April 12, 1955. 
Subject: Military radar traffic control programs (RAPCON’s and RATCC’s) 
Hon. F. B. L&g, 
Administrator of Civil Aeronautics, 
Department of Commerce, Washington, D. C. 

DEAR Mr. LEE: Several years ago the military initiated programs to introduce 
radar installations a virtually all continental military bases, in order to en- 
hance their own portion of the traffic-control problem. 

Inasmuch as most military bases are located on, or in the immediate vicinity 
of, the civil airways, and many in close proximity to civilian airports, a problem 
was immediately apparent as to how this control could be integrated with Civil 
Aeronautics Administration’s activities. It is our understanding that the mili- 
tary, in recognition of this problem, proposed that the Civil Aeronautics Admin- 
istration would operate these facilities at any locations where CAA considered it 
appropriate to do So. 

This development, while certainly a progressive one from an overall traffic con- 
trol standpoint, admittedly presented CAA with at least two problems. In the 
first place, military do not follow the same formula that is used by the Civil 
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Aeronautics Administration in determining the need for traffic control facilities ; 
that is, whereas CAA is guided by criteria resulting from comparative volume of 
operation at various locations, the military install these improvements more or 
less as a standard part of any military base. This presents to the Civil Aero- 
nautics Administration difficulties in connection with its fiscal programs. 

Secondly, the introduction of these facilities, if they are to be operated by the 
Civil Aeronautics Administration, results in an expansion program which taxes 
both budgetary provisions and the assignment of trained personnel. Probably 
as a result of these, and perhaps other considerations, the Civil Aeronautics Ad- 
ministration has not gone forward to the extent necessary as a participant in 
this program. 

Nevertheless, the failure of the Civil Aeronautics Administration to discharge 
its statutory responsibilities for the control of aircraft is of vital concern to the 
scheduled airlines. As a result, we are today faced with making an important 
decision. We are being asked to what extent we subscribe to the military con- 
trol of our aircraft. The answer we should like to give is very simple and straight- 
forward; namely, “The Civil Aeronautics Administration should be the only 
control agency responsible for handling airline traffic.” Recognizing, however, 
that CAA has not agreed to accept this responsibility at the locations where the 
military desire to improve the traffic control program, such a reply would, in 
effect, be a denial to the military in their endeavor to improve their own situation. 
This is true since the military cannot effect the area traffic control normally 
associated with a RAPCON or RATCC without also embracing civil traffic. If 
they cannot handle both their own and civil traffic, they are precluded from doing 
the job at all—yet there is a vital requirement for the job to be done. 

It should be recognized that the introduction and rapid expansion in the use 
of jet aircraft has a profound effect on this problem. If the RAPCON’s and 
RATCC’s were to handle only piston-driven aircraft, the air-route traffic control 
centers could control this traffic until they could be passed off to the RAPCON 
or RATCC for approach control purposes only, at a low altitude underneath and 
separated from other area traffic. Such is not the case with jet aircraft, since 
these must be turned over to the final approach controller at approximately 
20,000 feet and separation given during a rapid and uninterrupted descent to 
handling. The most effective method of handling this type of operation is with 
surveillance radar. In recognition of this, the military are making the radar 
available and are willing, because of the military-civil conflict and because of the 
Civil Aeronautics Administration’s statutory responsibility for the control of 
traffic, that CAA operate these units. We feel strongly that the CAA must find 
ways and means to immediately discharge these responsibilities. 

We will be faced with a decision in this matter at a number of locations in 
the very near future. We do not desire to be a party to the expansion of military 
control of civil air traffic, first, because we think it is wrong from a policy stand 
point and, secondly, because we do not believe the division of traffic control re 
sponsibility is in the best interest of effective operation. Accordingly, we urge 
your early consideration of this problem, and request that you advise us of the 
Civil Aeronautics Administration’s plans in this connection. 

Sincerely, 
MILron W. ARNO LD. 
Vice President, Operations and Engineering 


Mr. Deason then asked if ATA letter of April 12, 1955, to the Adminisirator of 
CAA was ever answered. Mr. Basnight then stated he thought it was answered ;: 
however, he did not have the answer with him. Mr. Deason then stated he 
thought that the ATA records would reflect an answer to the letter and re 
quested that the answer be included in the minutes. It was agreed that this 
answer, when received, would be forwarded as an amendment to the minutes. 

Captain Beatley stated that this meeting was of vital importance and, although 
here to study these procedures, would not acquiesce to them. He pointed out that 
the Civil Aeronautics Act of 1988 specifies the CAA as the agency for controlling 
all traffic and the ALPA did not believe that the CAA can delegate responsibility 
to other agencies for the control of civil aircraft into civil airports. Captain 
Beatley wanted it clearly understood that the ALPA is not acquiescing to delega- 
tion of powers which they considered to be illegal. Major Gascoigne stated that 
the Langley RAPCON radar program in question was designed to expedite the 
flow of traffic within Patrick Henry-Langley area and submitted to the CAA for 
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consideration. It was the CAA’s decision to delegate such control responsibilities 
to the Air Force, and it is felt that the CAA, under the act of 1938, was in keeping 
with the law to delegate these responsibilities, and that the CAA was in keeping 
with the statute. Major Gascoigne stated that this meeting was being held for 
th Air Force and CAA to present and discuss the operation letter with other inter- 
ested agencies. He said that the Air Force is acting in cooperation with CAA 
to keep within that right. He said that on August 10, 1954, when the case was 
developed, other interests did not present any written statement of objection. 

Captain Wylie stated that the pilot’s position is that they believe there 
should be one control agency only. He was advised by the chairman that the 
Air Force did not deny the pilots the privilege of taking this position ; however, 
in the final analysis and until such time as CAA can broaden, the Air Force 
is endeavoring to expedite the movement of traffic in the Langley-Patrick Henry 
area. 

Mr. Deason suggested that discussion be continued on the letter and a date 
set for the implementation of the procedures. 

Captain Diggs, Eastern Airlines, made a statement with regard to the 30-day 
requirement before placing the procedures in effect. If ATA and ALPA accept- 
ance is needed, the ATA and ALPA wants to be on record at the outset that they 
will not accept these procedures. 

Conferees were advised that the 30 days was for publishing of the procedures 
and the receiving of comments, etiher adverse or otherwise, that these com- 
ments would be weighed and if the procedures still considered satisfactory, after 
30 days they would be placed in effect. . 

Mr. Groves asked if, when such adverse opinion is received, the latter still goes 
into effect, or, is it passed back to the airspace subcommittee. Mr. Groves was 
advised that such action will depend on the merit of the letters and would be 
decided by persons reviewing the letters. 

Major Gascoigne suggested that the procedures be implemented as soon as 
possible, as outlined in the operations letter, and anyone making objections 
submit their recommendations or comments through appropriate channels. 

Mr. Deason then suggested that the group peruse the letter and then comments 
or recommendations be submitted by individuals or committees to the CAA, New 
York office, who has final authority fox putting such procedures into effect. 

Mr. Groves then asked if discussion was in order, and he was advised that 
it was. 

Mr. Basnight then stated as soon as the ATA completes what they want in the 
record, that would complete their position. 

Mr. Crowder said there seemed to be some confusion as to what date this 
letter was to be put into effect. He was advised 30 days after the coordina- 
tion. He also asked when the FPS-8S would be installed. He was advised that 
the installation was being made now and should be commissioned in the spring 
of 1956. 

The group was then told that the plan for installation of the FPS-8 at Nor- 
folk Municipal airport came after meeting No. 376 of Washington Airspace 
Subcommittee. Mr. Deason stated that, to get back to the matter of coordina- 
tion, sometime ago, when CAA and Langley were drawing up this operation 
letter, the Air Force asked if a meeting of this type was in order. He was in- 
formed that coordination had been effected by the Washington subcommittee and 
that after the signature of General Chickering on the letter, 30 days for coor- 
dination with interested parties is all that is required. He pointed out, however, 
that the group was not to get the impression that final coordination is not neces- 
sary and the CAA is the last approving auhority; and that this is a procedure 
and service to be rendered by the CAA and Air Force in the Langley-Patrick 

Henry area. Mr. Deason stated that some persons in the group seem to be 
laboring under a misapprehension that the military is trying to get operational 
control of all air traffic control functions and he wished to say that was not true. 

Captain Wylie stated that he is sometimes informed that he cannot fly in 
certain areas as the airspace is taken over by the Air Force, and said that this 
certainly infers that when altitudes above 3,000 feet are blocked, the Air Force 

is controlling it: and, this is certainly not a sound policy or conducive to good 
traffic control practices. 

Mr. Deason pointed on the other hand that the military cannot get through 
in certain areas because of civilian or airline traffic, so it would seem the prob- 
lem is in the expediting of all traffic to clear the airspace for all users. 

At this point there was a discussion as to how many controllers Norfolk hand 


and the number of radar scopes available at Norfolk and that approach control 
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at Langley would definitely help congestion in the Norfolk area. They were 
advised that they have approach control at Langley now. Mr. Deason stated 
that the ATA position indicates that the only point of complaint is military 
control of airline traffic, and if the CAA personnel controlled the RAPCON, the 
procedures would be satisfactory. 

Mr. Basnight then brought the group to date on the events that transpired 
at CAA Washington level with TAC strongly supporting Langley operation of the 
RAPCON, which resulted in the procedure now under review, which, as far as 
the ATA is concerned, does not provide the most effective system of control. 

At this point, Mr. Wylie and Major Hansen discussed the operational difficul- 
ties of using two control systems and how air-carrier traffic would be separated 
from Air Force aircraft, and what procedures would be used in the event air- 
carrier pilots declined radar. Major Hansen stated that the separation standards, 
which would be used, are identical as those now used by CAA, whether radar or 
ANC separation, and that the Air Force control personnel were trained and 
certificated under CAA training standards. 

Mr. Lampl at this point stated that 38 Langley operational personnel were given 
i months training at Norfolk, but this 7 months training is not to be inferred 
that they were fully trained, and that now the Air Force has its own rating and 
certification program, and the Norfolk Center is not involved in the matter. At 
this point Major Gascoigne stated that this program is identical to the CAA 
training program, and was approved by the CAA, Mr. Lamp! further stated that 
the Air Force responsibility for the control of traffic at Langley and Patrick 
Henry is clearly defined in the letter and the CAA does not accept that responsi- 
lity; further, that the CAA is not responsible for the Air Force training pro- 
He said that he did not mean to infer that the training of the three Air 
rece operational personnel was not valuable, but pointed out that these per- 
sonnel were not thoroughly trained. 

Mr. Crowder stated that in October of 1953, he remembers a rush call to come 
to Langley to discuss RAPCON procedures and Capital Airlines went on record 
at that time as being opposed to such a proposal, and, to his knowledge, the pro- 
posal has been going in relays and has been hanging fire for the past 2 years. 

Mr. Deason suggested again that the group get on with the letter and that in- 
dividuals or committees make their recommendation and comments in writing 
after review of the letter, and submit them to the CAA New York office through 
the proper channels, 

\n ALPA representative asked if it would be possible to get ANC separation 
when arriving or departing Patrick Henry airport. 

At this point discussion between Major Gascoigne, Captain LaPorte and Cap- 
tain Wylie and Mr. Crowder with regard to what separation standards would 
be used and how the Air Force planned to apply them 

Mr. Deason stated he did not think this was the place to abrogate this agree- 
ment inasmuch as it came out of Washington, and the objections received thus 
far were a matter of policy, rather than the procedures, and that this meeting 
was to coordinate procedures, and not set the policy as policy must come out of 
the Washington office. Mr. Deason again suggested that the group continue 
reading the procedure, paragraph by paragraph. 

Mr. Basnight wondered if the letter we are reviewing was written with 
cognizance of the CAA letter W-386 (radar identification) and in conformance 
with the policy set forth in this letter. 

Mr. Deason stated the Air Force will abide by CAA letter W-386, as amended. 
The chairman requested discussion of the Operations Letter in question. 

Item No. 1—General: No comment by group. 

Item No. 2—Purpose. 

Captain Wylie asked if item No. 2 meant that the CAA’s responsibility was 
to police the Air Force control. 

Mr. Deason stated that the CAA has been asked to periodically check and 
inspect our control techniques, facilities and personnel at any time. In addition 
to that, it is stated in the letter that Norfolk center will be advised at any time 
the Air Force cannot comply with the specified responsibilities. 

Mr. Lampl stated that we cannot and do not intend to stand behind the con- 
troller to see that he does his work correctly: therefore, it is the Air Force’s 
responsibility to notify us if they cannot live up to their obligations. This letter 
does not preclude CAA visitation, but they cannot police. 

Captain Wylie stated he did not believe that an inspection program set up on 
a hit or miss basis would be adequate. Although under a moral responsibility to 
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abide by the law, it is not reasonable to assume if one broke the law he would 
turn himself over to a policeman. 

Mr. Lampl stated again that the CAA was not policing and when the Air 
Force signed this letter, they assumed the responsibilities. 

At this point, considerable discussion was held between the ALPA, ATA 
and Air Force with regard to their statutory obligations and responsibilities of 
personnel and maintenance of facilities. Also, the procedures to be used for 
controlling jet aircraft with respect to conventional aircraft off Morrison radio 
beacon were discussed. 

Captain Wylie stated that this brings up a point for discussion with reference 
to jets. Ata recent air traffic control meeting here in Norfolk, it was pointed out 
that the Morrison facility was not the proper type for approaches from 20,000 
feet and that Air Force pilots were experiencing trouble making their approaches. 

Mr. Deason stated that the original installation was inadequate; however, 
Morrison had been shut down since Saturday for modification and would be back 
on the air next Thursday. 

Captain Wylie then asked if Morrison will be flight checked by CAA. He was 
advised that it was not flight checked by CAA. 

Captain Wylie stated that he had never used a facility that was not flight 
checked by CAA; therefore, under paragraph 3 stated that Morrison up to now 
has been unreliable and yet he was asked to operate with RAPCON radar which 
also has not been flight checked by CAA. Therefore, he believed that if this plan 
were accepted, the Air Force might have the responsibility right now by telling 
Mr. Lamp] it cannot do the job. 

Mr. Deason said the CAA may flight check any of the Air Force facilities any 
time they wish, but in regard to checking Morrison at 20,000 feet, the CAA up to 
this time does not have jet aircraft for flight checking at high altitudes; however, 
the Air Force will be glad to supply a pilot and aircraft if they desire to flight 
check Morrison at 20,000 feet. It was stated further that the Air Force flight- 
checking procedures are equal to the CAA’s, but we use more rigid standards than 
CAA. 

Mr. Deason then asked the aviation safety representative whether or not Mor- 
rison is satisfactory for this type of penetration and whether they require a flight 
check. Mr. Walsh stated CAA had no requirement for such a flight check. 

Major Harvey made a general statement concerning a training program, quali- 
fications, and experience level of Air Force air traffic control personnel. 

Mr. Diggs stated the group might wonder why a man from Eastern Airlines was 
interested. Eastern Airlines has an interest in the Norfolk problem, inasmuch 
as what is resolved here will effectively apply to the Atlanta, Miami, or any area. 
He said that he had sat in on a number of meetings on the delegation of airspace, 
military, both naval and Air Force. He did not challenge the Air Force’s ability 
to do their basic job and stated that he respected their ability to do their job: 
however, he pointed out that the commercial airlines already have expended some 
$400 million for faster aircraft and in the near future, commercial aircraft will 
be up at those altitudes which are now being exclusively used by the military. 
He stated that he felt if any precedent is set whereby the military can control air- 
carrier traffic, it may be detrimental to air-carrier interests in the future. Fur- 
ther, Mr. Diggs said that most of the comments have indicated disagreement on 
policy, which he felt that “we at this level, have no control over.” He suggested 
that the group stop quibbling and call on Mr. Deason to continue presentation 
of the letter. 

Mr. Basnight then made reference to paragraph 5 of the letter, which stated 
“When Langley accepts an inbound estimate, this shall be considered as an ap- 
proval.” Is this standard practice iu traffic-control procedures and does it con- 
stitute approval for the flight to proceed? 

He was advised that this is standard procedure. He then stated “suppose a 
janitor answered the phone and he took an estimate.” Would that mean ap- 
proval for the flight to proceed? He was advised that that was a ridiculous 
assumption, and that the procedures were no different than those used when an 
aircraft is transitioned from one controller to another. 

An ALPA representative asked who was the author of the paper we are now 
reviewing? Does Norfolk accept the responsibility for the preparation of the 
letter, or is it Langley’s letter? 

Mr. Schanz stated the letter was a joint effort. 

The group then engaged in a lengthy discussion over the procedures in the letter 
with reference to Langley airspace area, jet approach, identification of radar 
targets, separation of aircraft on Red Airway 33 and Blue Airway 56, while jet 
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approaches were in progress. Also, how the Air Force would handle the approach 
sequence—would it be a first come, first served basis, or, would jets be given 
priority over other traffic. 

Captain Wylie then stated that he could not see where these procedures would 
speed up anything. He also stated he felt that priority would be given to Air 
Foree aircraft rather than on a first-come, first-served basis, when it got down 
to local level. 

Mr. Basnight said in support of Captain Wylie’s comments, his organization 
had never been advised by TAC that jet aircraft would not get priority, but 
rather was ATA’s understanding that jet would have priority over conventional 
aircraft. Mr. Basnight further stated, “I am wondering what would happen if 
three stars were coming in, with reference to priority”? 

Mr. Deason stated that the Air Force was aware of their responsibility and 
traffic would be controlled in accordance with the ANC manual of operations. 

Mr. Basnight then asked how jet aircraft would be separated from conven- 
tional aircraft holding at the Bacon’s Castle holding pattern, when executing a 
jet approach. Major Hansen explained the procedure stating that jet aircraft 
would maintain 4,500 feet until a point 4 nautical miles east of Bacon's Castle 
and, in addition, the aircraft would be under radar control. 

Captain Wylie cited an incident involving his flight with reference to receiving 
a false outer marker indication on an approach to Patrick Henry Airport and 
when investigating the incident, it was found that Langley Air Force Base had 
turned on their outer-marker without coordinating with anyone. Major Harvey 
stated that the incident happened approximately 244 months ago, and it was due 
to an electronics team working at the site without his knowledge that it was 
turned on. When discovered, it was immediately turned off and it has not been 
turned on since. 

The meeting was adjourned at 12: 45 p. m. for lunch, to reconvene at 1: 45 p. m 

The meeting was called to order at 2: 05 p. m. 

Mr. Groves asked what the definition of coordination was, and if it meant ac- 
ceptance of these procedures. 

Mr. Deason said at a previous meeting, the basic rules for formulating these 
procedures were discussed at Washington level and were approved by the user 

ncies represented in this meeting. He stated that as far as he knew, there 
is nothing in the manual indicating approval was necessary at this time, other 
than CAA, prior to implementation. 

\ir. Schanz said the effective date of procedures of this type is 80 days from 
the date of coordination with the users and suggested if the users do not concur 
with the procedures, their best course of action would be to forward their approval 
or disapproval of the procedures through appropriate chanels to the region. 

\ir. Groves asked if it would be possible to reduce the meeting to “Say, 1 or 2 
from each group and postpone the meeting at this time.” 

Mr. Schanz further amplified on Mr. Groves’ comment, and stated that at other 
meetings of this sort, there is usually one representative from each group. Mr. 
Schanz stated further, “We must keep in mind problems on policy cannot 
be resolved at this level.” 

Mr. Groves stated he felt that if the meeting could be reduced to 2 or 3 repre- 
sentatives from each group and policy matters kept out, a lot more could be ac- 
complished. Mr. Groves stated, “I also wish to say that this is not to be construed 
to mean that I am in agreement with these procedures and, further, that we come 
to this meeting in good faith and we should consider the proposal in good faith and 
do the best job we ean.” 

Mr. Schanz stated that most of the discussion thus far has been a disagreement 
of policy, and, if that is the issue, make your objections through appropriate 
channels. Further, it was stated by Mr. Schanz, “We are following directives 
from the Washington office, which these procedures are a result of, and are now 
being presented to this group for coordination.” Mr. Schanz stated that he be- 
lieved the suggestion of a smaller group to be a good one. 

Mr. Diggs supported the suggestion made by Mr. Groves, and stated matters 
of policy could not be resolved at this level. 

Captain Wylie objected to a smaller group representation as the size of this 
meeting definitely indicated that the procedures, if adopted in Norfolk, could be 
adopted all over the United States, and with so many interested parties, a smaller 
group may leave out some suggestions that are sound. Captain Wylie admitted 
the policy side of this letter was confusing to him, but, he could not see how 
policy and procedure could be separated, and, further, did not see how full control 
could be set up without determination as to whether or not it was safe. Captain 
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Wylie stated he was in favor of a large group and suggested continuation of the 
meeting. He questioned the legality of conclusions and final action arrived at by 
a smaller group. Mr. Groves stated if a smaller group were appointed, it would 
have to be understood that the persons attending would have to have the power 
to speak for all, and also, this is a matter of coordination. 

Mr. Groves stated he was assuming that after comments and recommendations 
are made, the letter can be redrafted and sent out again in final form. He said 
he was not implying that they should stop discussion of the letter. Mr. Deason 
stated that at the suggestion made by ALPA, he would carry on with discussion of 
the procedures. 

Mr. Crowder stated if this group does not have the power to approve or disap- 
prove the procedures, why carry on with the meeting. 

Mr. Schanz again stated his recommendation that the group review the letter 
and that comments be made in writing to the CAA regional office. 

Mr. Basnight asked if the minutes could be given wide dissemination. He re- 
quested that the representatives present be given a draft of the minutes prior 
to final distribution. He was advised that it could probably be arranged. 

Mr. Basnight stated the reason for this request is to reilect the true feeling of 
the group attending this meeting, as he felt sure in a meeting of this size, some 
portions of the minutes would be omitted. 

The chairman advised that the minutes would be distributed in numbers re- 
quested by conferees. After review, amendments could be made as desired. 

At this point, Mr. Walsh and several other representatives stated it was the 


first time they had seen the document, and suggested that a reasonable length of ° 


time be given to review the procedures, and another meeting be held to coordinate 
the procedures. 

Mr. Deason asked Mr. Walsh what he considered a reasonable length of time, 
and he stated, “I do not know.” 

Mr. Marlin stated that he sent a request to Mr. Young for a copy of the pro- 
cedures, but to date he had not received a copy. 

Major Gascoigne stated that perhaps the reason Mr. Walsh did not receive a 
copy was because of an oversight on the part of the Aviation Safety in the region, 
and, further, he rather objected to having another meeting subject to a 30-day 
period prior to implementation delaying the time. He also recommended that 30 
days from today be the date for implementation. 

Mr. Groves said he believed Aviation Safety should be given a chance to go 
over the document. Mr. Lamp] advised that Aviation Safety reviewed and 
approved the jet procedures, which also came out of the Washington airspace 
meeting No. 376. 

Mr. Deason said as a member of this agreement with the CAA, we are here to 
eoordinate these procedures, and the procedures would be implemented 30 days 
from this date. Further, he thought 30 days was sufficient time, but, if after 
going through the letter, comments or suggestions to change certain portions of 
the letter are received, he was certain the Air Force and CAA would agree to 
such changes, if they are of a constructive nature. 

Captain Wylie stated that the word coordination is not clear and it would 
appear from the comments and statements made, regardless of whether we ap- 
prove or disapprove, this letter will go into effect within 30 days. 

Major Gascoigne stated it was his understanding that this meeting was being 
held to coordinate the procedures and no approval is required here. After re- 
view of the procedures, agencies may make comments in writing to the region, 

Mr. Basnight asked Major Gascoigne whether or not the word coordinate 
meant approval according to the ACC, 

Major Gascoigne replied in the affirmative. 

Mr. Schanz stated that the procedures to be reviewed were the result of the 
meeting held in Washington, after which the region instructed to work out pro- 
cedures with Langley Air Force Base. He is in no position to abrogate the agree- 
ment. 

Mr. Basnight said it seemed to him that the procedures were being pushed 
down the pilot’s throats in the same manner that a shotgun wedding would be 
conducted. 

Mr. Groves said that undoubtedly CAA Washington felt that this was some- 
thing that could not be resolved at local level. 

Mr. Lamp! stated that this opening statement covered that. 

Mr. Deason stated that he understood that agreements could not be reached at 
local level and because of this, it would have to be sent to the airspace subcom- 
mittee. 
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Major Gascoigne said that they were doing nothing but arguing about a pro- 
cedure, Which was set up by Washington, and he again suggested that comments 
or recommendations be made through the proper channels. 

Mr. Marlin stated that he was present at the airspace subcommittee meeting 
at which the policy of the agreement being reviewed was reached. He read from 
the minutes from that meeting “Norfolk control will exercise overall control of 
the area,” and said he saw nothing that says CAA will delegate RAPCON con- 
trol to the Air Force. 

Major Gascoigne stated there was also nothing in the letter contrary to Wash 
ington’s recommendation. 

Mr. Crowder stated that it seemed to be the desire of the Air Force to get this 
letter through today and wanted to know if there was any reason for the haste. 

Mr. Basnight asked why they should rush into this thing, and asked if the 4th 
of July would be soon enough. 

Mr. Basnight wanted to know what would happen to the letter if it did not re- 
ceive favorable approval by this group. Will it go through, or, will value be 
placed on objections ? 

Mr. Schanz again stated the comments should be routed to the CAA through 
proper channels and they would be considered. 

Mr. Basnight stated that since this thing is a year old now, perhaps there 
has been a change in policy by CAA. 

Captain LaPorte stated that comments on the policy of this letter were not 
in order as this was an operations letter and must be considered as such. Cap- 
tain Wylie stated that this was an entirely new concept of air traffic control, 
and, if adopted, here it may be adopted through the United States. He stated 
that he believed that the CAA should handle civil traffic into civilian airports. 

Mr. Deason said it was not a new concept, as a similar procedure was in effect 
at Valdosta, Ga., and other locations. 

Mr. Basnight stated that Valdosta was entirely different from this problem, 
due to the fact that Valdosta did not have approach control and Norfolk and 
Langley already have approach control. 

Captain Wylie stated he was opposed to the Air Force controlling traffic into 
civil airports and wished to be on record as having Norfolk control the traffic 
into Patrick Henry Airport, and that he was challenging the procedures as set 
up in this letter on this point. He also stated he was not against the Air Force 
and he would not support the Navy in such a program. Mr. Lamp! has done 
an excellent job in this area. I cannot see how traffic control could improve 
if there were dual responsibilities for approach in the Norfolk area. Further, 
this letter was drawn up by local CAA and the Air Force and this is the first 
time we have had a chance to study it and now we are asked to agree or 
disagree; for one thing, I do not like the missed approach procedure, and I be- 
lieve a missed approach must have a fix to go to rather than a climb on a 
heading as indicated in these procedures. When such factors are taken in con- 
sideration, I cannot see how two agencies can draw up an agreement that effects 
all agencies without prior study of the procedures. 

The ALPA strongly objects to procedures that will permit aproaches and 
departures from the Patrick Henry Airport to be controlled by Langley RAP- 
CON operated by military personnel. To the best of our knowledge, it will 
be the first instance in which civil aircraft operating into civil airports are 
controlled by military organizations. 

Our objections to this type of control are primarily as follows: 

1. Inasmuch as CAA has been designated by Congress as the agency to effect 
traffic control, we firmly insist that the contro] of civil air traffic be under the 
exclusive jurisdiction of a single agency administered and operated by employees 
of that agency. 

2. Local CALL facilities are adequate and military control is not necessary 
for flight into Patrick Henry Airport. 

3. The procedures necessary for transition from one control agency to another 
Will be complicated and could be hazardous. 

4. There will be no effective supervision of the operation of the Langley 
RAPCON to determine if it is being conducted properly since they are responsible 
only to themselves. 

». Actual operations have clearly shown that a satisfactory leve! of safety, 
traffic-control-wise, can only come about after controllers have had considerable 
experience and training. Consequently, shortages of trained person: 


nel and con- 
Stantly changing manpower conditions within the military organizations will 
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have an adverse effect of the safety and efficiency of airline traffic operating into 
and out of Patrick Henry Airport. 

6. Military control of civilians is justified only in emergency, which does not 
exist in this area. 

These and other reasons lead us to believe that if this program is implemented 
it will be detrimental to the safe and successful completion of flights and conse- 
quently serve as a limiting factor to providing service to the Patrick Henry 
Airport. 

Beatley said he did not see anything in the procedures where he could get 
ANC separations. It was pointed out to Captain Beatley that it is accepted as 
standard operating procedure in the radar manual to give ANC separation any 
time it is requested. 

Mr. Basnight stated that granted you can get ANC clearance any time, how is 
this going to speed up traffic? As stated in our opening statement, I repeat this 
procedure would not improve the rate of the flow of traffic. How can it without 
some infraction into safety? 

Mr. Deason stated that safety would not be impaired. 

Mr. Basnight then asked for the Norfolk views on the speedup of traffic. 

Mr. Lampl stated the views of the Norfolk center and the first region were ex- 
pressed some months ago; however, the CAA Washington office did not agree with 
our views. 

Captain Thurber asked if he was right in saying that Washington Airspace Sub- 
committee directed Norfolk to write up these procedures. He was advised “Yes, 


ao 


in accordance with meeting No. 376. 


Captain Thurber asked if there was a set date for implementation of these pro- 


cedures indicated by the Washington Airspace Subcommittee. He was advised 
that they were to be implemented as soon as practical after coordination of the 
procedures which is normally 30 days after the coordination is completed. 

Captain Thurber stated that he objected to a definite effective date being 
set up at this time and requested that these procedures be passed on to higher 
authority for their approval, and that they in turn govern the effective date. He 
advised that his main objective was to gain time to study this problem, which 
he thought could develop into a compromise or an elimination of this entire 
air carrier operation through dual control. 

Mr. Basnight asked if this did not place another coordinating agency in the 
low-altitude procedures between Patrick Henry Airport and Richmond. He was 
told that Langley would release all departure aircraft. 

Major Gascoigne again stated that he believed the procedures should be im- 
plemented. Objecting agencies should register these objections with the re- 
gional office, CAA. 

At this point there was some discussion on the possibility of referring the 
matter back to the airspace subcommittee, but the chairman stated that it had 
already been considered by Airspace and that this meeting was called to discuss 
procedures, not to contest an Airspace action. He suggested that the group pursue 
coordination of the procedures. 

Major McLeod and Mr. Lamp! entered into a discussion of use of radar in the 
area and it was brought out that the adjacent military radar systems are al- 
ready used in conjunction with Norfolk CAA radar in providing traffic-control 
service. -The Norfolk radar feeds traffic to the military radar for straight-in 
approach to Norforlk Naval Air Station, Patrick Henry, and Langley Air Force 
Base. Major Gascoigne repeated that the Air Force wants these procedures 
placed into effect on January 15, 1956. He suggested that the CAA take any 
official objections to the procedures under advisement, modify the procedures 
as indicated, but not hold up the implementation of the program. He moved 
that the meeting be adjourned. 

At the request of Captain Wylie, a 15-minute recess was called. 

The meeting reconvened at 3:48 p.m. In answer to Captain Wylie’s question, 
Mr. Schanz advised that the CAA first region would establish a proposed effective 
date of January 15, 1956. He said a firm decision would be made after the 
region fully considered any objections forwarded them regarding the procedures. 
Captain Wylie stated that he opposed adjourning the meeting at this time due 
to the importance of the precedent being established. He said that this matter is 
being pushed through Norfolk and will be pushed through in other areas. He 
further stated that the ALPA strongly objects to the procedures contained in 
the operations letter. 
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Captain Wylie made a statement with regard to the complicated process in- 
volved, indicating that he and others were confused as to where the proper 
place and time would be to properly object to the proposal. He recommended 
that the plan be delayed for a period of 30 days for study and review ; at which 
time the meeting should reconvene for consideration of the procedures. Mr. 
Groves agreed with the proposal. Captain Wylie further stated that he did 
not mean that he proposed the procedures be implemented in 30 days. 

At this point, Major Gascoigne again reminded the group that a recommenda- 
tion had been made that the meeting be adjourned. Captain Van Patten 
supported Captain Wylie’s request for 30-day deferral, and Mr. Marlin suggested 
au recess until the following day. 

Mr. Deason asked Captain Thurber if he were familiar with standard approach 
control procedure used by CAA throughout the country. He also stated that 
switching of control to Langley would in no way deviate from these procedures. 

Mr. Marlin stated that both he and the members of the Peninsular Airport 
Commission, which operates Patrick Henry Airport, were of the belief that the 
Air Force RAPCON was acting as an instrument and agent of CAA. He further 
stated that they were under the impression that the CAA would take all respon- 
sibility for action by the Air Force RAVCON in these procedures, as previously 
stated in an earlier meeting between the Peninsular Airport Commission, Major 
Hansen and the Air Force. He requested clarification of CAA’s stand in this 
matter. 

\ir. Lampl advised Mr. Marlin of a previous statement made to Major Hansen 
to the effect that the responsibility is clearly defined namely; the Air Force 
accepts the responsibility, the Air Force is not an agent of CAA, and the Air 
Force will operate by the same manuals as CAA. 

Major Gascoigne stated that the CAA could at any time check the ability of 
the RAPCON controllers. 

Mr. Lampl replied that ithe only way he could evaluate the efficiency of a con 
troller would be to visit the facility and stand behind the controller. He repeated 
he could make recommendations, etc., but, that he could not be responsible for 
the actual operation. 

Major Gascoigne said he did not agree with the terminology used, stating that 
any place the Air Force handled approach control, the center chief involved 
checked the approach control functions to determine whether or not it lived up 
to CAA standards. 

Mr. Lampl asked Mr. Thorpe if he did or did not agree with his previous state 
ment. 

Mr. Thorpe replied that as far as he was concerned, the Air Force general 
who signs this agreement is responsible. He further stated that he was sure 
Mr. Lamp! would assist the Air Force in all ways possible. 

Captain Beatley said he could not visualize dual responsibility. He also wished 
to know what radar manual the Air Force used. 

Mr. Lampl stated that the CAA radar manual had been adopted and was in 
use by the Air Force. 

At this point Captain Wylie, Major Gascoigne, Mr. Lampl and Mr. Deason dis- 
cussed radar procedures with regard to separation standards and it was brought 
out that the Air Force proposal to use the same criteria in every way as the CAA 
uses. Captain Wylie then made general observation indicating disapproval of any 
radar vectoring procedure where he as pilot was unable to tell his position from 
the pilot compartment. 

Pursuing his request for a 30-day extension, Captain Wylie said that he 
considered it the same meeting which would in effect be recessed for this period. 
He said that he wished to take the matter back to other organizations for their 
consideration during the 30-day period. 

Major Gascoigne reminded Captain Wylie that the meeting was to discuss 
procedures, not policy, and that he did not believe that additional time was re- 
quired in consideration of the letter involved. 

At this point the chairman and Mr. Basnight entered into a discussion of 
the Washington airspace criteria and how it applies. 

Captain Diggs suggested that any further discussion was useless and recom- 
mended that everyone go home and pursue his objectives in another manner. 
And Major Gascoigne again recommended adjournment. 

Captain Van Patten said that he could not fully understand the reason for 
the implementation of the procedures in 30 days and generally objected to the 
time as too short a period to consider such an important matter. Major 
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Gascoigne stated that 1% years has passed since Airspace acted on this matter 
and that actually much more than 30 days time for consideration has taken 
place. 

Captain Wylie observed that he felt his request for recess was reasonable 
and felt that his organization was the victim of a “shot-gun wedding.” He again 
objected to implementation in 30 days. 

Captain Wylie said that no one furnished him a copy of the proposed operations 
letter. Mr. Lampl replied that the CAA first regional office forwarded the 
letter to outside agencies as required by CAA procedures. 

Mr. Basnight read 11 points where the ATA took exception to the letter. 

1. No secondary missed approach for the Patrick Henry traffic. 

2. There should be a more detailed explanation of the jet pentration from 
the Morrison radio beacon over the Beacon Castle holding fix. As it is currently 
written, the procedure is undesirable with traffic holding at Beacon’s Castle. 

3. More explicit language on who is responsible for the controlled airspace 
between 3,000 feet and 20,000 feet on Red 25. 

4. Further detailed information on the handling of traffic between Patrick 
Henry tower and the Langley RAPCON is required. 

5. More conclusive handling arrangement of aircraft cleared to Bacon’s Castle 
and the protection from jet penetration. 

6. More explicit information required on traffic en route Norfolk Municipal via 
Langley ri nge station northwest. 

7. More definite information on departure area No. 1 and No. 2 required. 

8. The filling of flight plans between Langley RAPCON with the Norfolk center 
30 minutes in advance would require scheduled carriers filing the flight plans at 
least an hour in advance from Patrick Henry Airport. 

% The operations letter reads in several parts as if it was instructions t 
the pilots instead of to the control personne!. 

10. No indications of buffer areas between Langley RAPCON control area 
and Norfolk center radar control area and between Langley RAPCON area and 
Norfolk nonradar area. 

Mr. Schanz advised that he could not interfere with directions to implement 
the procedures. Myr. Lamp! advised that all 11 points brought up by the ATA 
representative could and would be answered. 

At this point, Mr. Deason asked if it was desired to continue discussion of the 
letter, paragraph by paragraph. 

Mr. Deason asked Major Hansen his feelings 0n whether the meeting should 
continue or adjourn. He replied that he felt that the letter should become 
effective on January 15, 1956, and that the meeting should be adjourned. 

Major Hansen said that the Air Force is not trying to push through the 
procedures. He suggested that each agency represented should voice their objec 
tions through proper channels. 

The chairman asked if any of the conferees had additional comments they 
desired to make at this time concerning the procedures outlined in this letter 
It Was pointed out that the majority of the time this day was spent in diScussion 
with policy matters and it appeared that it would not be possible to continue this 
meeting any further as coordination and evaluation of the procedures appeared to 
be virtually impossible. It was stated that the minutes would be prepared as 
soon as practicable and forwarded to all conferees and upon receipt, if any 
changes were desired, they were to be forwarded to the chairman for necessary 
amendment of the minutes. 

Mr. Deason repeated that the minutes of this meeting would not reflect a 
change in policy established by the Washington Airspace Subcommittee. The 
meeting adjourned at 4:35 p.m, 


(Whereupon, at 4: 55 p.m., the committee recessed. ) 
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MONDAY, MARCH 5, 1956 
Unrrep STATES SENATE, 
CoMMITYEE ON INTERSTATE AND ForEIGN COMMERCE, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON AVIATION. 
Washington. Pe". 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to call, at 10 a.m. in room G—16, 
the Capitol, Washington, D. C., Senator A. S. Mike Monroney, chait 
nan of the subcommittee, presiding. 

Present: Senators Monroney (presiding), and Schoeppel. 

Senator Monroney. The Subcommittee on Aviation of the Inte 
state and Foreign Commerce Committee will resume its sitting. 

We have as our witness today, Mr. Stuart G. Tipton, president of 
ie Air Transport Association of America. 

Mr. Tipton, in line with the policy, you have no objection to being 

vorn in this matter / 

Mr. Tieron. I certainly do not, Senator, and I would sug 

ere will be in addition to myself Gen. Milton Arnold an 

s associates, that they might be sworn all at one time. 

Senator Monronry. Fine. You probably will be interjecting 

timony. 


Would you each state your names for the record, please ? 


TESTIMONY OF STUART G. TIPTON, PRESIDENT, AIR TRANSPORT 
ASSOCIATION OF AMERICA, ACCOMPANIED BY GEN. MILTON 
ARNOLD, VERNON WEIHE, STANLEY SELTZER, AND WALTER 
JENSEN 


Mr. Tirron. Stuart G. Tipton. 

General ArNotb. Milton W. Arnold. 

Mr. Senrzer. Stanley Seltzer. 

Mr. Jensen. Walter Jensen. 

Mr. Wreiur. Vernon Weihe. 

Senator Monronry. Do each of you solemly swear that the testi- 
nohy you are about to give in this hearing shall be the truth, the whole 

uth, and nothing but the truth so help you God? 

Mr. Tivron. I do. 

(General ArNowp. I do. 

Mr. Seirzer. I do. 

Mr. Jensen. I do. 

Mr. Werner. I do. 

Senator Monroney. Thank vou very much. You may proceed, 
Mr. Tipton. 


ae 
‘ 
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We trust other members of the committee will be able to get loose 
from other engagements to get to this committe hearing. I am sure 
they will all be interested in followi ing your prepared sts .tement, which 
you may now read. 

Mr. Trpron. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, I do have a prepared state- 
ment and will present it to the committee. "As I have told the reporter, 
iny name is Stuart G. Tipton. I am president of the Air Transport 
Association of America. Our association includes in its membership 
most of the certificated airlines of the United States, including inter- 
national, domestic trunk, local-service, and helicopter operators. 

Your chairman has invited us to express our views on S. 2818, a bill 
which would take the Civil Aeronautics Administration out of the 
Department of Commerce and make it an independent agency. 

A somewhat similar proposal was included in S. 2647, which was 
ntroduced in the 83d Congress by the late Senator McCarran. We 
opposed the reorganization provisions of that bill. 

Ifowever, since the proposal now before your subcommittee differs 
~omewhat from that made by Senator McCarran, and since circum- 
stances have changed somewhat in the meantime, we have reexamined 
the question with ‘considerable care. In doing so, we have attempted 
to analyze the work of the CAA to see whether, in our opinion, it 
can be better handled under the present organization or under a 
different type of organization. 

In looking at it from that standpoint, we have come to the con- 
clusion that the major problem facing the CAA today—and one of 
the most critical problems confronting all American aviation, com- 
mercial as well as military—is the problem of our air navigation- 
traffic control system—how well is it working and what needs to be 
done to make it adequate for our future needs. 

It is our belief that this problem underlies many of the organiza- 
tional problems which your subcommittee has been investigating. 
It is a problem in which the members of our association have a vital 
interest. As you know, the air transport industry has already placed 
orders for a billion dollars’ worth of jet aircraft, deliveries of which 
will commence in 1958. Unless we have an air navigation-traffic con- 
trol system which permits us to obtain normal utilization from ee 
aircraft and to give the public the benefit of the increased speed and 
efficiency of which they are capable, that billion-dollar investment 
could turn into a bad gamble for the airlines. 

Traffic congestion on our airways and around major airports, due 
to inadequate traffic control, could cause delays which would cancel 
out all of the advantages of the new jet fleets. 

The certificated airlines are not the only ones who have a stake 
in seeing that the air navigation-traflic control problem is solved 
promptly and correctly. All other forms of commercial and private 
fiving are vitally concerned. And military aviation has an equal, 
if not a greater interest, in the problem. 

Since the problem is a technical one, I have asked Gen. Milton W. 
Arnold, who is vice president of operations and engineering of our 
association, to present it to you, with the help of some of his staff 
who are experts on various phases of the problem. They will tell you 
how well the air navigation-traflic control system is working today. 
Phey will give you their opinions as to what needs to be done to make 
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it adequate, both for the immediate future and for the longer-range 
future. 

Against that background, we shall also give you our ideas as to 
what organizational changes are necessary in order to assure that the 
program will be carried out. 

With your permission, Mr. Chairman, I should like to ask General 
(rnold to take over. 

Senator Monroney. Very well. 

General Arnotp. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. My name is Milton 
\rnold, I am vice president of operations and engineering of the 
Aur Transport Association. I have brought with me today some 
people who devote their full time to studying the air traffic control 
problem. After you have heard them, I believe you will agree with 
us that the evidence, as it unrolls, points to some clear conclusions : 

I. That our airspace, which we —_ to think was unlimited, is 
being used so extravagantly that w actually running short of it. 

II. That technical improvements in aircraft, both in speed and 
capacity, and the growth in aviation activity, both commercial and 

ilitary, hi ave outstr ipped our ability to effectively control our present 
\ volume of : airtraflic. (When I speak of air traffic, you understand that 
I am speaking of the movement of aircraft, not the passengers and 
carge carried. I use it in the same sense as you do when you speak of 

iutomobile traffic.) 

III. There is an urgent, immediate requirement to improve our pres 
ent interim system of air traffic control so that the American public 

n continue to use the American air. 

[V. There is a long overdue requirement for planning and bringing 


o a bold, completely new system of air traffic control—a system 
which exists nowhere in the world today, but can be developed in the 
United States. 

Only the Congress of the United States, acting with vigor and 
foresight, can assure that these two requirements will be met. 


DIMINISHING AIRSPACE 


In regard to the first point, aviation authorities agree that our once 
secmingly unlimited airspace has become a critical commodity in this 
day of increased numbers of aircraft, with their increased speeds, and 
of heretofore unprecedented airspace requirements for military flying 
(training, tactical, defense and transport), for the operation of greatly 
nucreased fleets of business aircraft, for the rapidly expanding public 
transportation of people and goods, and for innumerable other pur- 
poses, such as crop dusting and even uranium prospecting. 

Here, may I introduce Mr. Stanley Seltzer, who has been with the 

\ir Transport Association as an air traffic control specialist since late 
1 - He has made numerous traffic control surveys at such criti- 
cal locations as Washington, New York, Chicago, and Gander to 
ani val ze deficiencies and recommend remedies. Prior to coming with 
ATA, Mr. Seltzer h: ad extensive experience with the Civil Aeronautics 
Administration in air traffic control work on the eastern seaboard, in 
cluding specific assignments at Washington, Philadelphia, and the 
New York area. 

Mr. Seltzer will present some interesting facts about our diminishing 
pace. 
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If I could, Mr. Chairman, he has a commentary along with the slides, 
and if agreeable, be could operate from right there. 

Senator Monroney. Very well. 

Mr. Sevrzer. While it has rarely been regarded as such, airspace is 
actually one of our country’s most valued natural resources. It forms 
the foundation upon which all air commerce builds its “highways.” 
It is the basic element which is essential to all aviation—civil or mili 
tary—private or comme ‘jal. 

The sad fact is that we are running out of airspace. This is a repor' 
on What is happening to our airspace and how it 1s being used up. 

Becauce of what we are about to show, we consider it import: wnt te 

phasize one ‘eee We recognize the essential uirspace require 
ments o¥ the military services for specialized tr aining, test areas and 
the like. Wealso recognize the airspace needs of priv: ate flyers. There 
is no intent to belittle the needs of various airspace users, for we 
firmly believe that the airspace should be shared by all. Ssome persons 
might unjustly and incorrectly consider our later remarks as criticism 
of the agencies who parcel out the airspace, or of the military services 
who make considerable use of exclusive parcels of airspace. 

This is not our intent, and no attempt should be made to read i 


any such inferences, 
Our purpose, simply put, is to draw attention to a significant fact 
our airspace is vanishing. In the accomplishment of this aim, we will 


1. Point out the lack of unused airspace available for expansion ot 


airtratie control Services 1 ow} de sity trathie leas. 
2. Point out the need for making the best possibie use of present], 
viulable airspace, principally through increased sharing of suc 
rspace, 
Point out the need for improved jet letdown procedures whi 
‘considerably less extravagant in the use of airspace ; and 
Point out the need for studying carefully all airspace and an 
lic control ramifications of an area before planning new airports, 
nereasing the activities at an exist Inge airport. 
sometimes staggering to enumerate ‘all those who seek “pieces 
“tosatisfy tl elr requirements. 
ft opera tors both eivil and military desire nuirspace desig 
for Federal airways and control areas, within which air trafh 
! tro] SeTYV Ce 1S provided. 
The Army requires airspace in which to conduct artillery firing. 


An ordnance plant requires airspace in which to test munitions prod 


i. And the television industry desires to erect taller and taller 
radio towers in the airspece for transmitting programs over greater 


aE 


areas and into more homes. 

The Atomic Energy Commission and other developmental agencies 
must have their share of the airspace for vital experimental and test 
purposes. 

Airspace has even been set aside to preserve the wilderness. 

All of these require vast amounts of airspace, much of which is set 
aside for the exclusive use of the agency to whom it is assigned. As 
of last August, ar were 482 areas in the United States, covering 
some 390,000 squar tiles. which were designated as “Prohibited”, 
“Restricted”, o “AW, arming” areas—areas in which normal military o1 
civil aviation cannot be regularly conducted. 
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Senator Monroney. Could you give us an idea as to how that 590,000 
square miles compared with—— 

Mr. Sevrzrer. With the control area. 

Senator Monroney. With the usable area in the United States. 

Mr. Sevrzer. I don’t have the figures on the whole of the United 
States. 

Senator Monronegy. I wondered if it were 10 percent or 5 percent or 
» percent, or what ¢ 

Mr. Sevrzer. I do not remember that. 

General Arnotp. I remember the State of Georgia has 59,000 square 
tniles, Mr. Chairman. This is 390,000. I remember that offhand. 
Mr. Beckman states it is roughly 12 to 15 percent of the total area of 
his country. 

Senator Monroney. I understand. I was just trying to relate it 
o that. 

Mr. Serrzer. By way of comparison, the existing Federal airways 
onsume about 167,000 square miles of airspace, baa much of this figure 
s duplicate mileage brought about by the use of 2 navigation systems 
with resulting overlap of considerable amounts of airways, 1 on top 
of the other. 

The difficult task of resolving conflicting airspace interests and 

aking appropriate recommendations in connection therewith is the 
t ask of Fthe Airsp: we Panel. This group is established under the Presi- 
lent’s Air Coordinating Committee, which sets forth the basic police les 

der which the Airspace Panel functions. Perhaps a revision of 
these policies under which they are based will provide some relief. 

Modern-day aircraft are also rapidly shrinking the airspace. 

With pressurized cabins, aircraft are able ton ake use of higher alti- 
udes, and thus additional airspace is gained. Considerable volume 
f high-speed traffic above fifteen or twenty thou-and feet is now 
ommonplace. And a new problem has developed. Because the 
ircraft altimeter was never designed to provide the same degree of 
accuracy at high altitudes that we have at the lower altitudes, safety 
‘onsiderations require that air traffic control use 2,000 feet vertical 
separation between these aircraft instead of the normal 1,000 feet. 
Thus we lose almost half of the newly opened airspace. 

Slide 1: To more clearly see the effects upon aviation, let us take a 
look at one particular area of the country. We could just as well have 
picked some other area—the story would be much the same across the 
‘ountry. 

The scene before you is a general view of our east coast area from 
Charleston to Boston and from Detroit to Atlanta. Here you see the 
intricate network of Federal airways represented by the pale blue 
shading. Air traffic control protection for instrument flights is pro- 
vided only in those areas. You will note that the airways become 

nore concentrated in the large metropolitan areas. More controlled 
airways are desired so that all instrument flights will be fully 
protected. 

Extending outward from the shoreline are the traffic control corri- 
dors for use by international military and civil traffic. 

Mixed in with all this—but which you cannot see very well right 
now—are all the airspace reservations—areas in which flight is either 

stricted or completely prohibited, 
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Here is what they look like : 

Slide 2: This is the same area, the same map; we have just colored 
in red all of the caution, restricted, prohibited, and warning area 
These are just the reserved areas—no jet-operating areas, no television 
towers. Yet see how the area is pockmarked, and offshore is just 
about out of bounds. Note how various airways must twist and turn 
in many cases to safely avoid a restricted ene area. 

Airspace in which to expand the air traflic control service is at 2 
premium here. In a strip 350 miles soo and 75 miles wide, from 
Patuxent, Md., to Quonset, R. I., approximately 95 percent of the 
airspace is compete sly used for either air traffic control or some form 
of airspace reservation. ‘Thirteen small segments of airspace remain 
untouched. 

Slide 3: Now let us move in for a closer look at one of the busiest 
portions of the Nation’s airways. Here is the area from Norfolk, Va., 
to New York City. 

Senator Monroney. Will you tell us what those reservations are 
for, later / 

Mr. Sevrzer. In general, Senator, I don’t have with me the list to 
detail them. 

Senator Monronrey. We don’t want anything classified, but I just 
wondered about the purpose of all these. It might help the record if 
we knew whether it was 

Mr. Sevrzer. I could give you some general idea right now if you 
would care—— 

Senator Monroney. Would you? I think it would help the record. 

General Arnotp. I think the discussion will clarify a great deal 
of it. 

Senator Monronry. If you get to it later, it is all right. 

Mr. Sevrzer. | could quickly point out here. The large areas off- 

shore are maneuvering areas and practice areas for military purposes 
and due to the nature of the operations conducted therein, the area 
is closed off to all normal traffic, whether it be civil or military. Only 
those engaged 1 in the maneuvers are permitted therein. 

Senator Scnorrren. Is that a constant factor or is it limited to 
certain periods of a week or a month ? 

Mr. Sevrzer. It is a continuous 24-hours-a-day proposition. 

Senator Monrongy. Then a little lower on the map you have this 

rocket range from North Carolina to Puerto Rico, and that is closed 

off at certain parts of the time, requiring the planes, when it is in 
use, to fly inland, thereby adding 300 additional miles; is that not 
correct ! 

Mr. Seirzer. That is correct, but that area was not even shown on 
our chart. That is an area that is a part-time proposition and what 
we show here are full-time cases. 

Senator Monroney. I see. 

Mr. Senrzer. There are others which are part time. You can see 
another area in the low central portion of the chart, right there, that 
is the Patuxent, Md., Naval Test Center. That area is used for various 
test operations and other practice functions which they perform there, 
and it is closed off to normal operations. Also there are small areas 
closed off in the Quantico, Va., area, which is just up to the left there. 
To the lower right of that is the Dalgreen area, used for testing and 
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artillery purposes there. Aberdeen, Md., can be seen there. ‘That is 
closed off for artillery and the like, ‘at Aberdeen Prov ing Ground. 

There is a small channel permitted through there by a special work- 
ing agreement. That channel is the type of thing which we recom- 
mend for further consideration, because it allows the use of the air- 
7 when the assigned agency is not making use of it. 

Senator Monronry. I see. What is that around H: ampton Roads 
down there? 

Mr. Seurzer. That dotted line, Senator, is an area that was dis- 
cussed at one time. It represents roughly 40 miles on a side, an area 
which was discussed as jet- “operating area for Langley Field. 

Senator Monroney. Is that the ones that they now have unde 
control of military instead of CAA on instrument conditions? 

Mr. Sevrzer. The RAPCON at Langley has an area but it is not 
exactly in that shape or configuration, and the other dotted line to 
the left of it is centered on Blackstone, Va., just southwest of Rich- 
mond, and it, too, is a 40-mile radius, when that base was discussed 
for possible jet fighters. I might call attention to the numerous 
dotted areas in the Long Island Sound area, and off Montauk Point. 

You will notice there are a number of those, and I would say most 

f them were 3 to 5 miles in radius or diameter. They are small. 
Those blue lines are the main international corridors leading to the 

United States. 

Senator Monroney. That is the fix at Nantucket? 

Mr. Sevrzer. That is correct. I will go on now, if T may, Senator. 
Senator Monroney. Yes, I just thought that would give us a good 
idea. 

Mr. Senrzer. From this chart you get some idea of the complexity 
of the airway network. New type VOR airways are urgently needed 
in this area. It is still impossible to fly between New York and Wash- 
ington using the new static-free navigation system alone. 

Note also how airspace reservations “eat into” this vital area. 

The dotted lines indicate areas that would be necessary for military 
jet bases. 

Slide 4: Let us take a closer look at the area from Philadelphia to 
New York, a distance about 100 miles. 

Each yellow area represents the protective airspace around the air 
traffic control holding patterns, indicated by the small black lines in- 
side. These safety zones are each 19 miles long and 8 miles wide. For 
jet aircraft their size may be doubled or tripled, as much as 57 miles for 
one aircraft. 

Restricted areas are shown in red, caution areas in blue. Only the 
green areas are unused. The balance is completely consumed for air 
traffic control purposes. 

The complexities of this busy area are obvious. Not only are there 
serveral major airlines terminals throughout, but major military bases 
dot the area, and considerable “through” traffic traverses the area 
serving the south, southwest, and w estern parts of the country. 

Here is Philadelphia International Airport and here is the main 
route from Philadelphia to New York, and New York to Philadelphia. 
Here is the main route between New York and Florida and the bypass 
route to Washington. 
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Here a gateway to an international corridor, which was mentioned 
earlier, and here, between these major routes, Fort Dix-McGuire Air 
Force Base, a major military air transport service terminal and jet 
base. 

To show how this airspace is consumed, let us examine this segment 
of air between Philadelphia and New York in three dimensions. 

Slide 5: Here again are the airways between Philadelphia and New 
York, between New York and Florida and the bypass route to Wash- 
ington and here is McGuire Air Force Base. Jet fighters returning to 
base come in at altitudes above 19,000 feet, make their letdown between 
the airways, as indicated on the chart. Departing jets are provided 

i “tunnel” 4,000 feet high and many miles in length giving them free 
access to the offshore areas. Other traffic en route along these airways 
cannot use the areas set aside for this jet traffic. 

A waste of airspace? No; extravagant use of air space, but all 
essential for the safety of flight. 

But let us see how extravagant it really gets when we add three more 
bases. 

Slide 6: In this area, from New York to Washington—a distance 
of about 240 miles—we have Andrews Air Force Base, Dover Air 
Force Base, and Wilmington, Del. Here again is the McGuire area. 
There shaded areas show the airspace normally set aside for jet fighters 
operating at these fields. 

Slide 7: To further illustrate the effects upon traflic operating be- 
tween New York and Washington, let us examine the routes. The 
red lines indicate the routes desired by polits and aircraft operators 
northbound and southbound. Lack of adequate airspace and type 
VOR airways precludes such operations. Instead, we actually fly 
along the black lines. From Washington, via Baltimore, Conowingo 
Dam, Philadelphia, Mount Holly, Colts Neck, to New Y ae 

Returning, we proceed west of Newark to Willow Grove, then 
nearly to Harrisburg, Pa. (Lancaster), then to Westminster, Md., 
Silver Spring, and Washington. From 20 to 30 percent additional 
mileage is often required, and in other instances up to 70 percent 
additional mileage is required. 

Senator Monroney. Well, you don’t do that all of the time; do you? 

Mr. Sevrzer. The black route, Senator, is the normal instrument 
route. 

Senator Monroney. Only under instrument conditions. When 
you have visual conditions you can take the short way. 

Mr. Sevrzer. If you choose to fly without air-traflic-control aid, you 
can fly that way. 

Senator Monronery. But you know before you take off whether you 
will be visual or not ? 

Mr. Sevrzer. That is right, but you can still not operate through 
the restricted areas which are marked on the chart in red. 

Slide §: Radar traffic control has its special requirements. To efli- 
ciently serve an airport, a dual approach system is necessary. In 
other words, aircraft are guided by radar from two holding points, 
one on either side of the airport. This illustration showing the ap- 
proach lanes to LaGuardia Field illustrates the point. But in view 
of the neighboring airports, it is even necessary to modify the plan 
to permit safe operation at each location. From these two feeding 
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points, designated primarily to serve Newark, it is necessary to also 
feed traffic into Teterboro Air Terminal. At New York Interna- 
tional Airport, Idlewild, further modifications are necessary to avoid 
conflict. with LaGuardia patterns. Here the feeding point must 
serve Floyd Bennett Naval Air Station and Mitchell Air Force Base 
as well as Idlewild. 

Remember, too, this chart shows only the radar approach patterns 
and does not show departure routes or through traflic routes. 

As you have seen, we are all forced to be: extravagant in our use of 
airspace. This is because safety is of paramount importance. The 
current system of air-traflic control lacks modern efficiency and flexi- 
bility. Therefore it must nec essarily consume excessive amounts of 
airspace for the protection of each individual flight. With modern 
techniques, air-traflic control can achieve far greater capacity, flexi- 
bility, and efficiency so that a valued resource is not wasted. 

Senator Monroney. Thank you very much for a very enlightening 
but somewhat frightening picture of the route between New York 
and Washington. 

Senator Scuorrpret. Now, Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask one 
question. This is the $64 one: What should be done about it? 

General Arnotp. May I answer that? 

Senator Scuorrren. I am sorry I didn’t get in here earlier. You 
may have testified about that earlier. 

General Arnotp. We cover that part of it, and I will get into it in a 
second, if I may. 

Senator Monroney. Yes; you cover that in your regular, orderly 
presentation. 

General Arnotp. Yes. 

Senator Monroney. Very well. 

General Arnotp. If I may, Mr. Chairman, continuing with my 
tatement, Part IL: Today’s Control System Outdated. 

Every concession to safety has been made in our air-navigation, 
traffic-control system. But today’ s system does not give us nearly 
enough control even for today’s users of the air—still less for tomor 
row’s needs, 

The Civil Aeronautics Administration’s 26 air-route, traflic-control 
centers, in the calendar year 1955, handled over 20 million fix postings. 
each representing a progress report by an individual aircraft. 

And if I may, Mr. Chairman and committee members, approx! 
mately 4 or 5 postings is required for each movement through a center. 
This figure is 22 percent higher than that for the preceding year and 
represents a rate of increase more than double that of 1953 to 1954. 
But in 1955 millions of other flights were made without benefit of 
CAA en route control. 

Senator Monroney. Now, excuse me; was that under visual condi- 
tions, these other flights? 

General ARNoLp. Yes, sir, Captain Jensen will get into that. We 
have the problem of marginal conditions. You are sitting on the 
eround and the weather is marginal and you think you might get 
through or you might not. If you take a traflic-control ¢ le irance you 
a iy sit for another hour and a half, so what do you say? You say, 

will take a contact clearance or VFR.” Then it is up to your judg- 
ment to always maintain those minimuns while en route. 
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Senator Monroney. Suppose you get socked in? You think you are 
clear and then you get socked in. What do youdo? You have filed 
no instrument plan; have you? 

General Arnoxp. No, sir; what you should do, sir, is theoretically 
never get socked in, but in case you do, then you are supposed to stay 
out of this condition until you can call the center and declare the fact 
of your progress and where you are and ask for an instrument clear- 
ance in order to proceed on instruments. That is the method that 
should be employed. 

Senator Monronery. You don’t have to return to base to get it. You 
can get it in flight? 

General ArNoLD. Yes. Every safety precaution has been taken for 
the benefit of those flights which do come under CAA control, but 
often at great loss in time and efliciency. Delays and cancellations 
of airline schedules have been documented many times. One of the 
most revealing was for the period September 15-17, 1954, in the New 
York metropolitan area. Allow me to quote some extracts from the 
flow-control log maintained in the New York Air Traffic Control Cen- 
ter for September 15, 1954. The following messages, among numerous 
similar ones, were relayed on the telautograph to airline dispatch 
offices at the times given: 

14:19: Delays at LaGuardia now building un to 60-90 minutes within the hour, 

15:21: Do not file any additional flight plans for aircraft departing Newark 
or LaGuardia until after 1600. 

16:07: Outbound delays at LaGuardia 30-60 with 14 aircraft in backlog; 
Newark 60-90 with 12 aircraft; Idlewild 20-30 with 6 aircraft. 

2030E—Attention: All New York time restrictions canceled. LaGuardia de- 
parture delays now running 70-90 minutes; Newark delays 1-2 hours. 

To show some of the far-reaching effects of these delays as a result 
of traffic flow restrictions issued by the New York Center on Septem- 
ber 15, the following excerpts are quoted: 

J210E: 8 aircraft holding Youngstown. 

1740E: All adjacent centers were holding aircraft in their areas in accordance 
with N. Y. Flow Control messages. 

1840E : Cleveland/Pittsburgh/Washington centers were holding approximately 
40 aircraft in their areas. Number of other aircraft held in adjacent areas not 
determined. 

Another example is Chicago, where delays, even in relatively good 
weather conditions, are running as high as 2 hours and, for the first 
time in the history of that airport, it has been necessary this winter 
to shut down or reduce traffic for extensive periods. The scheduled 
airlines, with the blessing of CAA, are presently conducting a traffic 
delay survey designed to pinpoint the exact causes and locations of 
bottlenecks throughout the entire system. This will be completed by 
August 1956. 

Mr. Chairman, if I may mention, we are very optimistic about the 
results of this survey and what it will tell and what it will do. Every 
20th flight at 160 airports is completely being analyzed as to the 
cause and the purpose and the troubles. 

I might repeat here that the controlling factor is safety. Even with 
the equipments and methods we now have, the present control system 
could afford more capacity if we were willing to sacrifice some of the 
safety margin we now have. But no one wants to do that. 
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May I introduce another member of our staff who will deal in more 
detail with the deficiencies of the present air-traflic control system 
from the pilot’s viewpoint. Capt. Walter A. Jensen, with approxi- 
mately 8,000 flying hours in military and commercial flying, is a quali- 
tied pilot on 4-engine equipment and has flown jet t aircraft. As a 

captain in the Air Force — the war, his experience included flying 
the “Hump” for about 1 ye: -and operations officer assignments in the 
Air Transport Command, with particular emphasis on military air 
transport operations procedur es. 

Captain Jensen is now a lieutenant colonel in the Air Force Reserve 
and a captain on active status with American Airlines. He has been 
on loan to the Air Transport Association since late 1951, participating 
in air-traflic-control studies devoting attention to radar-traflic-control 
procedures and traffic control from the pilot’s standpoint. 

Mr. JENSEN. I believe I can say without fear of contradiction that 
the average airline pilot is more concerned about the deficiencies of 
\ir-traffic control than any other operational aspect of flying. AlI- 
though the Federal Airways service is provided for aviation as a 
whole, the airline pilot, with his professional training and day-to-day 
contact with the air-traffic control, is in a particularly advantageous 
position to observe the effects of its deficiencies. Likewise, of course, 
le will be one of the first to notice any improvements. 

All pilots want to transport their passengers from their point of 
departure to their destination as safely, as quickly, as comfortably, 
and as efficiently as possible. This is also the aim of the airlines. It 
is also almost synonymous with the definition of air-traffic control 
(self which is defined as “a service established by competent authority 
to promote the safe, orderly, and expeditious flow of air traffic.” Any 
time air-traffic control unnecessarily or unduly restricts the flow of 
trafic, it is deficient to the extent of that restriction. 

Were I a member of your committee, I should like to knew just what 

e pilot thinks of the CAA’s most important serivice. With that in 

mind I have listed very briefly the essence of the air-traffic-contro] 

deficiencies as they appear to the pilot. This list is personal opinion 
see on my flying experience, my conversations with other pilots 

nd groups of pilots, and considerable correspondence. It is set 
dows without consideration of the priority of each item since each 
pilot assigns his own priority and this varies according to seasonal 
hanges in weather and sections of the country, among other things. 

Pilots are very critical of traffic control as it exists today because 
of the extensive flight delay it causes. The traffic-control system sim- 
ply does not have sufficient capacity to cope with the present traffic. 
Most of you, as experienced air travelers, have arrived at the airport 
ready to depart, only to find a notice that all flights are subject to 
traffic delays. At the same time, the pilot checking in at the operations 
office is confronted with some such notice as “The New York air- 
traffie-control center is accepting only three aircraft an hour from 
the Washington center.” 

On occasion I have called the LaGuardia tower with a request for 
permission to taxi out for takeoff, only to be informed that I was 
No. 17 to depart. This usually means that a plane load of pas- 
sengers restlessly w ait for a half hour to an hour before they even 

ave the loading gate. 
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The ultimate of air traffic delays is the flight that is canceled becaus: 
of them. Many of the flights that appear to be canceled because of 
adverse weather are, in reality, canceled because of the inability of air 
traffic control to handle them. Do you realize that one airline has 
been forced to adopt a policy of canceling approximately one-third of 
its flights on its high density routes whenever the delays begin to ex- 
ceed 30 minutes, even though the weather is unquestionably flyable? 

Senator Scuorrprer. Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask there, un- 
less you cover it later, and I haven’t had the opportunity to check 
this entire statement before coming to the committee here, where you 
say “because of the inability of the air traffic control to handle them.” 
Is it because of the lack of physical equipment? Is it because of 

the lack of the technical people that are employed? Just how do you 
pinpoint that ¢ 

Mr. Jensen. I think, Senator, this will be gone into in more detai 
in trying to establish later what to do about this. 

Senator ScHorpren. All right, fair enough. 

Mr. Jensen. It is a combination of the things you mentioned. 

Senator Scuorprer. As I listen to you, you leave me dangling up i 
the air here, and I say I hit this for the first time and I am ni aturally 
wondering about it. Where are we going to put our finger? Where 
are we going to pinpoint this thing ¢ 

Mr. Jensen. This is gratifying because we hoped you would worry 
ses what was to be done about it if we could make known to you and 
the committee the deficiencies that exist. That is the intent of this 
discussion and certainly we can go further into the recommendations 
regarding how to cope with it later, if it needs to be amplified. 

Senator ScHorrreL. That is satisfactory with me. I just wondered 
if we were going to pick it up in sequence. 

Mr. Jensen. However, if the flight is operated, the pilot who has 
waited out his departure delay comes face to face with a second prob- 
lem. The air-trailic-control clearance he receives too often is en- 

tirely different from the flight plan. Although the pilot as care- 

fully planned the flight and selected a route and altitudes that would 
be the safest, fastest, and most comfortable for his passengers, he is 
now confronted with a clearance on an entirely different route at 
an entirely different altitude. I have been repeatedly asked by pilots 
flying from Boston to Philadelphia why they cannot fly below 12,000 
feet. The only answer is that the air-traffic-control system lacks the 
capacity to permit pilots to fly at the altitudes and over the routes 
where the trip should be flown. 

If this new route and altitude bring the flight into thunderstorm 
activities, the air-traffic-control system lacks the flexibility to permit 
the pilot to fly around the t] hunderstorm centers. The system is Just 
too slow and cumbersome to permit the rapid changes in flight plan 
which are required by the speed of today’ s aircraft. 

Part of this is due to lack of adequate communications facilities 
which is anothe r deficiency of the system. Here is what one pilot re- 
cently wrote about it, 

Despite separate freqnencies for various sectors and control functions around 
metropolitan airports, the overload on most channels is immense. It is no 
longer a question of cutting down the wordage—we are now concerned with the 
number of syllables per message ... New arrivals in the (holding) stack habit- 
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ially interrupted clearances to announce their arrival. This was the result of 
not monitoring the frequency before beginning to talk, but the fast pace of such 
an operation does not lend itself to leisurely conversation. As a practical mat- 
ter any polit who waits long enough to make sure the air is clear before pressing 
is “mike-button will simply never get a word in edgewise. 
This quotation points up the communications congestion problem and 
the only solution forthcoming so far has been to add new frequencies 
channels. ‘This is the source of another of the pilot’s problems—the 
listraction of having to change frequencies too often. 

In general the system has become overly complicated. Maybe you 
vould be interested in this map of the New York area taken directly 
from an airline pilot’s route manual. IT would guess that on your last 
trip to New York you were not aware of this maze of complexity 
mfronting the pilot. 

Phis is ae tually taken, sir, from Pan American’s route manual. 
yw let me show you the London, England, area. I am calling this 
your attention, not because the English have found any magic way 
reduci Ing the « ‘comple xity, but only to show how the comp le ‘Xity in- 
vases as the traflic grows in volume. 
This is slaw frouy tis alae pilots souls manual, « compersble chert 
the London area. Air traffic at London is much less than at New 
rk and things are still relatively simple there. In fact, it may sur- 
ise you to know that traffic at London compares with the traffic at 
Mon itgomery, Ala., r Wilmington, Del. 
Linc cof adequate aids for making instrument approaches is another 
the pilot’s criticisms of the Federal airways system. To illustrate 
I would like to quote the recent statement of a pilot who first flew 
North Atlantic in 1937 and has been flying on the New York-to 
urope route cont inually for the last 14 years: 


f 


.\s a member of the international piloting group I have constantly before me 
lirect comparison of two of the more highly developed areas of the aviation 

ld, the east coast of the United States, and Western Europe. In certain vital 
espects the facilities on the east coast of the United States are grossly inferior 
inything I have found in the major European centers. 

\t Orly Field in Paris there are two complete ILS installations and two sets 

enterline-approach lights. At London there are four ILS installations, (two 

use and two for standby) four sets of centerline-approach lights, plus four sets 
ead-in lights. 

Senator Monronry. At London, would it be about 25 percent of what 

-inthe New co aren / 

Mir. JENSEN. | can ors some figures that I have. Actually. 

vou will note, th 1e traffic at London compares with the traffic at 
Montgomery, an oe cae Del. 

senator / \ONRONE y. Tamsorry. That is close enough. 

Mr. JenseN. That will give you an indication. 

Senator MONRONEY. I just wanted some yardstick. 

Mir. Jensen. You can see the four sets of ILS installations which 
e the colored portions of the diagram. Kach one of those has its 
vn high-intensity centerline-runway-approach system. Then there 

four other sets of lead-in lights on other runways. 

Here is a chart from this pilot’s route manual showing the London 
rport. Here are the four ILS courses, complete with glide paths, 
d here are the most modern approach light systems—four of them. 

ntrast this with this chart of I[dlewild—at the other end of this 


‘ 
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= route—showing the single ILS and the single set of approach 
ights. 

At Idlewild in New York we have 1 ILS and 1 set of approach 
lights and no lead-in lights. 

Senator SCHOEPPEL. Now why was that? Was that because of the 
expense element or was that because of some technical difficulties that 
they encountered, or just what caused that now / 

Mr. Jensen. Senator, I believe that there are probably other people 
that know more about the economics aspects of this business than ] 
do. I would certainly assume from my standpoint that economics has 
entered into this. However, I am not qualified to know why some 
of these things have not been done, why one airport has more than 
another. The things that we see as pilots, and those of us that are 
working on this from the technical side, is actually, here are the defi- 
clencies that exist and we try to point out those deficiencies. 

Senator Scuorprren. All right. Now your London and your Paris 
situation, you think that is a great improvement over what you find 
on this site as a pilot and as your co-pilots on the other ‘kia have 
indicated according to your testimony. Now, that is a practical safety 
factor and a practical approach to a volume density matter, is it not / 

Mr. JENSEN. That is right. 

Senator Scuorpper. The next logical question is why haven’t we 
taken care of it. What has caused that? What was it that led up 
to it? 

Mr. Jensen. I can say from my limited knowledge that there has 
been some disagreement in the past that has held this up in the United 
States with reference to exactly what should be installed. However, 
to the best of my knowledge that disagreement has been resolved over 
the period of at least the last year, I would assume, and the basis for 
that resolution were in being before that time and I don’t think you 
would say that those differences had been even the major contributing 
factor to the delay. 

I would assume, from the way I see it, that there has probably been 
a combination of things which include deciding firmly on what to do, 
what specific lights to put in where, and then firm action to go about 
and get that done. I think part of it is recognition of the problem. 
That is why I was interested in being here today to try to help indicate 
what some of these problems were so that the more recognition that 
is given to it, I think the faster we will move ahead with progress. 

Senator ScnHorrpeL. Let me ask you one other question. You and 
your group testifying today, have you transmitted these matters to the 
proper regulatory authorities and the proper authorities of our Gov- 
ernment on it? 

Mr. Jensen. I think there have been proper requests made and 
proper consultations conducted that have indicated the deficiencies 
and the requests for more approach lights, for example. 

Senator ScHorprrn. May I ask Mr. “Tipton, or General Arnold, the 
funds for approach lights and other lighting facilities, center lighting 
and all, comes out of our air navigation funds, does it ? 

General Arnotp. Yes, it does, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Monronry. Is it completely Federal or matching? 

GeneralArNotp. It is completely Federal. There is a “difference 
here in that the runway lights can be appropriated under the Airport 
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Act to the tune of 75 percent. Then the city installs the runway lights 
as part of their installation. The lights that Captain Jensen is speak- 
ing of are part of the Federal airways system. 

Senator Monroney. That is the center line approach lights? 

General Arnotp. That is right. 

Senator Monroney. After you get on the ground then it is the re- 
sponsibility of the city owning the airport and the Federal Govern- 
ment to share it on a 75- percent- -Federal, 25-percent-local basis: is 
that correct ? 

General Arnotp. Yes, that is the maximum. Most cities have put 
them in and put in a greater proportion of the money. 

Senator Monroney. Then ILS is completely paid for by the CAA ¢ 

General Arnotp. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. If I could add one brief comment—lI have just con- 
cluded a meeting among airline people on approach lights and you 
have hit upon one of the problems they are concerned with, because the 
approach of an airplane to an airport is a continuous operation. An 
approach under instrument conditions is a critical operation, a diffi- 
eult one. To have this operation segmented as you have just pointed 
out, is difficult. We need a free transition from approach lights on 
through runway lights and we need more work done in that ‘field to 
coordinate those activities and make sure that the approach lights are 
the equivalent in their ability to accept the airer aft or to ‘provide 
cuidance to the aircraft that the approach lights give, and that we 
have one package rather than two separate packages. 

Senator Monronry. There would be a possibility, with two separate 
packages which are not coordinated, getting into an accident such as 
occurred at Idlewild involvi ing, I believe, an Italian plane, where the 
pilot was a little overfatigued, perhaps, in addition to other things 
but he did apparently get confused. He was in no trouble until he 
was in the approach, and then he got confused and apparently landed 
on the approach lights. 

Mr. Jensen. I believe if there had been approach lights on the other 
end of that runway similar to the way they are implemented on both 
ends at London, that that would have been probably a better approach, 
as I recall that incident. 

As I recall, the initial approach was made into the wind in the 
opposite direction but there were no approach lights and the ILS 
did not properly serve that runway, so we are getting again into just 
what has been recommended. 

Senator Monroney. Let me get that straight. You can approach 
Idlewild from only one direction, regardless of how the wind is? 

Mr. Jensen. Under adverse weather conditions, the minimums 
from the other directions are higher, and there is only one approach 
(irection with all facilities. 

Senator Monronry. So if you have no high density lights on the 
other end, you cannot line up your ground lights; i is that right’ ? 

Mr. Jensen. That is right. The only other alternative is to make 
a circling approach, start your approaching i in the direction which the 

facilities serve and then at the point which you become contact with 

the lights at the ground, you then back away from that system and 
circle the airport, and this is certainly a situation we are trying to 
get away from. 
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Senator Monroney. There is nothing new about the fact that these 
high density approach lights add to safety in rts the pilot to the 
runway safely. That doesn’t get involved in TAC ‘AN or anything 
else. That is fundamental guidance like a oad sign. 

Mr. Jensen. I don’t think there is any disagreement on approach 
lights being an extremely important factor in our Federal approach 
>) stem. 

Senator Monroney. And there is nothing that would make them 
obsolete in the near future / 

Mr. Jensen. Not that I am aware of. Any pilot could go on at 
lenoth about other air trafic control deticienci ies, about the lack of 
control towers in the United States—about the lack of en route trafli 
control on routes which need it. fn one case the pilots of one airline 
nad to flatly refuse to continue flying one route until traflic control 
service was provided. The pilot is seriously concerned about the 
mixture of the two methods of separating aircraft, the traflic control or 
nstrument flight rule method and the visual flight rule method—in 

ne Sale all space 
Senator Monronry. Thank you very much, Captain. We appre- 
ciate your help on this. 
General Arnotp. Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, if I 
may continue, you have seen how the system looks today. It can only 
bog down further in the years to come. For example, CAA has fore- 
ast that plane movemeuts by 1965 will be approximately double those 
of phen in all ‘ategories. Compounding the picture will be the 
greater variety of equipment, ranging from the jet to the helicopter, 
both of which will be operating in great numbers. The present sys- 
tem sunply cannot cope with either the numbers of aircraft coming 
into service or their characteristics, including the high rates of closure 
und descent of the jet and the varying speeds of helicopters and piston- 
driven aircraft to be operated by military, commercial and private 
aviation. 
Actually what we call our present system of air navigation, landing 
and traflic control aids is no system at all, but a collection of devices 
improvised as operational demands dictated. There is no design to 
make possib le the safe, efficient flow of all kinds of traffic—the ‘ ‘Com- 
mon System” idea envisioned in 1948 by the Radio Technical Commis- 
sion for Aeronautics’ SC-31 report and accepted then and today by 
all aviation leaders. Moreover, the individual gadgets in use are out- 
moded, but still in use despite the fact that modern, more efficient de- 
velopments and techniques are available today. For example, com- 

nunications by voice, is the foundation of all air traffic control today, 
as it was in the first controlled flight, although more efficient methods 
are available and in common use In other activities. 

[1{. Continued improvement of present system: What is needed is 
a bold, compre ‘hensive system which will ace ommodate the volume and 

complexity of tomorrow’s air traffic. Even with the full blessing 
und enthusiastic cooperation of all, we cannot have this overnight. It 
is imperative that we begin at once. 

Meanwhile, it behooves us to continue, but at a greatly stepped up 
pace, our present approach to improving the system we have. There 
are things we can do to make our present facilities afford greater 
capacity and flexibility, with increased safety, within the next 6 
months to 3 vears, We recommend: 
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A. Improvement in air traffic control communications facilities, 
particularly as applied to air traffic control centers, with more chan- 
nels and better location of transmitter sites. 

B. Implementation of long-range and terminal area radar as a 
means of controlling traffic for movement and separation, both in the 
ae areas and en route; 

. An improved method of handling instrument flight records, such 
as an automatic data posting and transfer, to replace the present strip 
posting method—— 

Senator Monroney. Would you explain that just a little bit more? 

General Arnotp. Mr. Chairman, today if you go into what is the 
Washington Center it is a place that has communications channels and 
people assigned to control the area around Washington, and around 
W ashington, we will say a 40-mile radius or 50- mile radius. 

This includes all the area up to about 12 miles to the airport. From 
there we have approach control. Now let’s talk about the center. 
The center divides the periphery into sectors and we will say there 
are six sectors in W re There are 18 in New York. One 
man is assigned to an area. He has physical properties there. He 
has certain navigation aids. He has the assistance of the radar scan- 
ning this whole group. He is constantly talking to the adjacent sector. 
Let’s suppose his sector pointed toward Pittsburgh. He is working 
with Pittsburgh, on a line, a communications ch annel. He is working 
with the aire raft en route. He ke eps track of this with a board on 
which he seribbles on pieces of paper, which is called progress-move- 
ment board; as the airplane moves along the scribbles various notes 

i regard to the movement of this airplane having descended or moved 
from one altitude to another. This is done with a piece of paper 
and a pencil and stuck up on the board. This system, Mr. Chairman, 
was developed in 1937 or 1938, or possibly conceived in 1935, and it 
Is fies same system that we used when we were operating and landing 

craft every 15 or 20 minutes. Now that is the present system we are 
mae today and what we are suggesting is a means of posting this 
information automatically. 

We know that machines today can maintain and think and retain 
information in greater capacity than the human brain and scribbling 
on pieces of paper. 

Mr. Scnorerren. Are they doing it anywhere now 4 

General Arnot. No, sir. 

Senator Monronry. Do you know of any such machine so far? I 
noticed in the paper yesterday that Atlanta had devised an electronic 
brain for regulating automobile traffic and operating the red lights 
on a 13-mile stretch. Apparently the numbers of cars coming into 
the area is figured out by an electronic brain which quickly regul: ates 
traflic flow without human effort. 

General ArNnoip. Well, I would like for you to ask Mr. Vernon 
Weihe, who will follow this, specific information on how it can oper- 
ate, what it will do, to make it very simple. We believe the tec hniques 
are known today to do this. The machine as such is not in existence, 
but to give you an example of what the machine will do today, we 
are flying in an airspace with an airplane. We separate it by 10 
minutes along an airway. What is 10 minutes to a jet—that is a 
hundred-mile separation. 
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That isa complete waste of airspace. Sure, the Piper Cub needs the 
10 minutes, but an electronic device can take the aircraft and put 
the same safety standards on it, increase the capacity of the airway 
by using the information which we know, name ‘ly the field caleul: ated 
automatically and have it there. That is what this machine would 


do, sir. 

The implementation of airborne transponde rs and ground inter- 
rogators. This is a device which is a little transmitter and receiver 
which is put aboard the airplane ual you have an interrogator 


stalled at each VOR-DME set or at the radar sites which will alloy 
the airplane instead of getting a radar signal which is a beam bounced 


back, this will transmit a live sienal and it will come in on the radar 
asa little haht glowing. It also has the ability to be coded. 

If you are looking at a dot on a radarscope and you say airplane 
25 and vou think you are looking at that, vou say iden tify you 
ind he throws a switch and he-blossoms and blooms and becomes two 
dots and adash. Maybe it isn’t that aircraft you were talking about, 
Maybe it is down her 


Senator Monroney. It keeps the radar from becoming confused as 
to W late h im: we is whie nh. 

General Arnotp. And which aircraft it is looking at and also in 
thunderstorms and snow static when we need the radar createst, the 
transponder penetrates this. Otherwise we do not see the airplane 
with radar. 

Senator Monroney. In other words, this merely puts an electronic 
sending device to amplify what the radar picks up with a reflected 
beam, is that right ? 

General ArnoLtp, Exactly, Mr. Chairman. These are the major 
possible improvements in our present system and all are actions re 
flected in and consistent with the recommendations of RTCA’s Spe- 
cial Committee 31—the work which was directed by the Congress to 
be undertaken and which was given the Collier trophy in recognition 
of +i outstanding achievement. RTCA completed its work in 1948 
and today, 1956, most of the recommendati ons are yet to be tanks 


mented. 











GROUND ENVIRONMENT) 





TOMATIC 





Al 





SAGE (SEMI 





A somewhat longer range means of improving our present system 

appears to be offered by application to the traffic control system of cer- 
tain incidental features of the milit: uy development known as SAGE, 
now being advanced by the milit: ary, 

This is the vast network based on radar installations being set up 
for the purpose of identifying friendly or enemy aircraft approaching 
our shores. Only our national defense can justify the huge expen- 
ditures involved in this program, which we understand will be i In oper- 
ation for complete coverage some time in 1957. However, certain 
features of this system can be integrated into our domestic traffic con- 
trol picture, thereby realizing increased benefits from the huge ex- 
penditures. 

The Air Coordinating Committee has endorsed the integration of 
SAGE features into our air traflic control system, and it 1s believed 
possible, in this way, to increase the capacity and flexibility of the 
traffic handling system by approximately 15-25 percent. 
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However worthwhile the benefits to be had from this development, 
we must not place too much reliance in it. The system must remain 
primarily for the defense of the Nation, Any change im world con- 
ditions undoubtedly would immediately eliminate the peacetime air 
traflic control advantages, as the system would be completely utilized 
in its primary function, that of military identification and inter- 
ception. 

IV. New system of air traffic control: All the avenues we follow 
lead only to the conclusion that there must be a completely different 
and modern system for handling tomorrow’s aviation needs—a com- 
pre hensive, th orough ly integrated master pl: in, designed to accommo- 
date all expected types s of alr traffic. The economy and defense of 
the country require it. 

The system should first provide for complete and constant control of 
all traflie at the higher, more critical altitudes, where our faster air- 
craft must operate, and in all high-density traffic areas. Gradually 
there should be a lowering of these control altitudes in order to encom- 
pass all airspace under all weather conditions, except where the 
umount of traffic does not warrant it. In other words, our goal should 
be positive control, under all weather conditions, for all types of air- 
‘raft, wherever conditions require. For example, in sparsely populat- 
ed areas Where aviation activity may be predominantly seeding, dust- 
ing, pipeline inspection, et cetera, there would be no necessity for all 
aircraft to come under positive control under all weather conditions, 
but we believe that by 1960 there will be relatively few such areas. 

Suc h a system is not designed overnight. ‘The basic design prin- 
ciples are known and the tec ‘hniques are avi ailable, but it is conserva- 
tive to state that a minimum of 2 years’ research and planning is 
needed to develop the required system and the specific equipments. 
Mr. Vernon Weihe, of the ATA staff, will tell you more about this 
hew system as we v isualize it. 

Mr. Weihe, an outstanding electronics engineer, was in charge of 
the Communieations and Navigation Labor: atory at Wright Field 
during the war. This group had responsibility for all of ‘the radio 
equipments used in Air Force aircraft. As one assignment, Mr. 
oe was delegated to ——_ and correct deficiencies in commu- 

‘ations equipment used in General Doolittle’s famous 18-airplane 
wy on Japan. 

Since the war, as an electronics authority on the staff of Air Trans- 
port Association, Mr. Weihe has been active in national and inter- 
national groups working on air navigation and traffic control. His 
responsibilities have included the chairmanship of many committees 
of Radio Technical Commission for Aeronautics in this field. 

Since July 1952, Mr. Weihe has been in charge of a Melpar, Ine. re- 
search and development program in the field of air navigation and 
traflic control. He has continued to serve as a consultant to Air 
Transport Association. 

Senator Monroney. Mr. Weihe, we are glad to have your testimony. 

Mr. Wrine. In designing the system of the future, the problem is 
to apply proven tec hniques « of automatic transmission and computing 
to the safe separation and control of aircraft, with the least possible 
restriction to their movements ; that is, a semi-automatic or even an 
automatic full-time air traffic control operation. The system require- 
ments include: 
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A. A new method of semi-automatic visual communication link 
between pilot and controller to reduce voice communications and the 
resulting workload on the controller. 

B. A new method of supplying to the controller the information 
he needs for preparing clearance information for the pilot. We 
visualize an electronic reservoir of data such as aircraft position, alti- 
tude, speed, direction and identity for every flight—all of which is 
capable of being displayed automatically to the air traffic controller, 

Instead, we have today an outmoded means of communication be- 
tween pilot and controller and a cumbersome, outdated means of 
exercising control, both by the individual controller and between 
controllers. 

As a result, we have an excessive assignment of airspace to each 
flight, resulting in inefficient use of the airspace and unreasonable 
restrictions on flight operational efficiency. 

Here in the United States, in order to guarantee the safety we 
require, an aircraft which is tens of feet in breadth and length when 
on the ground must often have an airspace 10 miles wide and 50 or 
more in length assigned to it in flight. 

This excessive space allocation is an outgrowth of communication 
and coordination lags, plus lack of accurate, up-to-date aircraft-posi- 
tion data at the controller’s operating loc ation. If proper equipments 
were employed, we could decrease the required airspace allocation per 
aircraft, yet maintain the same safety. 

For communications we are still relying heavily on voice telephone 
and voice radio, which have been the major means of communication 
since the advent of air-traflic control. With voice radio we have a 
party-line system where one must listen to all calls to be sure he will 
recognize those intended for him. We haven’t even added the hand- 
cranked bell telephone of 1900, let alone either a local or long-distance 
dial system. 

We need improved, automatic transmissions from controllers to 
pilots and to other control locations, possibly using a specialized type 
of television, instead of the pre-Pearl Harbor voice communications. 
We also need to relieve the pilot of the necessity for frequent voice 
reporting to the control agency. 

We have had radiosonde weather reporting (automatic weather 
transmissions from an ascending balloon ) for years; rocket and mis- 
sile air-to-ground automatic communication systems have reached a 
high state of dev elopment; yet, the pilot still is required to report his 
ee on the jet aircraft just as he has for so many years from 
the DC- 

Under our present cumbersome control method, pertinent facts on 

ach flight—position, altitude, speed, direction, ‘and so forth—are 
relayed by the pilot’s voice to the controller, possibly after numerous 
attempts to get the attention of the controller, who, of course, is an 
extremely busy person, and are scribbled on strips of paper. 

Senator Monronry. The pilot is pretty busy, too, isn’t he? 

Mr. Weiner. Yes; he is busy because of the necessity to report so 
frequently in a fast aircraft. 

Senator Monroney. When he gets over the field and the control 
tower is talking to 8 or 9 planes, when he needs the utmost concentra- 
tion to get in, he is fighting for an opening to get his word from the 
control tower, isn’t he, at the same time ? 
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Mr. Werner. Yes; this part of the presentation is emphasizing the 
en route and the transition to a somewhat greater extent than the actual 
close-in, that is within the 12 miles or so that the general spoke of, 
although that is a serious pr en as well. 

The aircraft in general are going at a slower rate of speed near the 
terminal. 

This information is scanned repeatedly by the controller as he talks 
to other pilots and other controllers in order to regularize the flow of 
aircraft while maintaining them at safe distances one from another. 

In other words, he operates from a mental image of the airspace 
under his jurisdiction, his only tools being the hieroglyphics on the 
strips of paper in front of him.” The manual process of passing control 
jurisdiction from one controller to another is also slow and cumber- 
some. 

The nervous strain on each controller is intense and the men are to be 
commended on the effort which they are putting into an increasingly 
difficult job. 

Under this system, with our present equipment and airspace require- 
ments, too few aircraft can be handled per unit of time. Since the 
compelling need is to maintain all the safety we have, the prospect is: 
more controllers, more microphones, more telephones, more confusion 
in the face of a steadily decreasing efficiency as the problem’s complex- 
ity grows. We shall spend millions doing a poor job on a part-time 
basis 1f we > pursue the present course. 

On the other hand, if we apply known techniques and instrumenta- 
tion, we can reduce the space requirements per aircraft, relieve the 
manual burden on the controllers through automatic handling of data, 
facilitate the transfer of control jurisdiction, and simultaneously 
handle more traffic with the same complement of control personnel. 
We can have the advantages of the service on a 24-hour-a-day, all- 
we — basis without any drastic difference in the overall cost. 

l’o do this we need some dynamic leadership to get us away from the 
horse-and-buggy approach into jet-age thinking, and, of course, the 
leadership ne eds to be properly supported with adequate budget allow- 
ances. 

As stated, we have the techniques and many of the automatic and 
semiautomatic devices in use today are directly applicable to the prob- 
lem of helping the air-traffic controller. One class of business ma- 
chine based upon magnetic inventory and electronic control is produced 
in 38 models by 24 manufacturers; the 2,800 in use are valued at $27 
million; 1,700 are on order valued at $186 million. Other types of 
business machines using applicable techniques in somewhat similar 
tasks are also extensively used. 

An adequately financed and properly directed program, within a few 
vears, could give us the improved pilot-controller communication and 
the electronic inventory and display of data needed for the automatic 
system we envision to handle with continuing safety the increasing air 
traflic of the future. 

Senator Monronry. Thank you very much, sir, for that very helpful 
testimony. 

General Arnold. 

General Arnotp. Mr. Chairman, continuing, it must be pointed out 
also that a system such as we have described is not switched on over- 
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night. .A minimum of 4 to 6 years should be allowed for its implemen- 
tation. This implementation, in order to continue the advantages we 
now have, should take the form of a gradual integration into our 
present system and a step-by-step phasing out of the present system. 

To sum up, what we need in air-traffic control is a two-pronged 
attack—continuing improvement of our present interim system, and 
the planning and gradual integration of a brandnew system for the 
future. These should be carried on simultaneously, starting yester- 
day. 

Senator Monroney. Thank you very much, General. 

Mr. Tirron. General Arnold and his staff have given you a general 
outline of the two major tasks which lie ahead in providing an ade- 
quate air navigation-traffic control system. The question remains, 
How are they going to be done and who is going todothem? Here we 
come to the problem of organization. 

At the present time the Civil Aeronautics Administration, under the 
Civil Aeronautics Act of 1938, is authorized to provide an air naviga- 
tion-traffic control system. Nevertheless, there has been some ques- 
tion in recent years whether it also had the clear responsibility of 
providing the “common system” which was envisioned in the SC-31 
report as far back as 1948. 

Unfortunately, due to lack of funds or due to divided responsibility, 
a really common system has not been provided, and we find today that 
in many cases the only available air-navigation facilities and traffic 
control are provided by the military services. Just as an example, I 
might refer to the radar approach control center program. ‘This 
program was initiated in 1951 by the Air Force and the Navy which 
needed approach and landing direction and traffic control in approxi- 
mately 56 areas, each of 100-mile radius. 

A program was undertaken which envisioned purchase and installa- 
tion of long-range radar by the military services and turning the 
facilities over to the CAA for operation. Today, due to limitations 
of funds and personnel, the CAA is programing the operation of only 
18 of these faciltties; the remainder would be operated by the Air 
Force and the Navy, with the result that we have 3 systems operated 
and maintained by 3 separate Government agencies in these areas 
alone, instead of a truly common system. 

In our opinion, responsibility for maintaining and operating an 
adequate air navigation-traffic control system should be clearly placed 
on one agency, the Civil Aeronautics Administration. In the supple- 
mental statement which we filed with your subcommittee on May 24, 
last year, following the hearings on S. 308 and S. 1119, we included 
‘i specific recommendation for amending the Civil Aeronautics Act so 
as to make it abundantly clear that the CAA has both the authority 
and the responsibility for providing a common system of air naviga- 
tion and traflic control. 

Your subcommittee has before it a bill which would remove the 
Civil Aeronautics Administration from the Department of Commerce, 
and make it an independent agency. We seriously doubt that that is 
the right answer. 

_ While we have at times been critical of the CAA’s lack of initiative 
in providing and improving the air navigational-traffic control system, 
we are not convinced that divorcing it from the Department of Com- 
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merce would improve that situation. On the contrary, we feel that 
there is at least one very good reason for maintaining it in the Depart- 
ment. 

Many of the problems of providing such a system are problems 
which require a high degree of coordination between military and 
civil aviation interests. 

Military aviation is, of course, represented on the Cabinet where 
inany planning and budgetary problems are decided, at least admin- 
istratively. As long the the CAA remains in Commerce, civil aviation 
interests also will have a spokesman on the Cabinet. To deprive civil 
aviation of representation at the Cabinet level would, in our opinion, 
place it at a distinct disadvantage and would jeopardize the coordina- 
tion which is badly needed in thisarea. Hence, rather than reorganize 
the CAA and divorce it from Commerce, we would urge that its hand 
be strengthened, that its responsibility be made clear and, of course, 
that it be provided with the funds needed to do its job. 

There is, however, one organizational change which we believe is 
badly needed and which could make a very real contribution to the 
-olution of the problem which General Arnold has described for you. 
Back in 1948 the Air Navigation Development Board was created by 
an interdepartmental agreement. The Board was charged with the 
responsibility of formulating “a unified program for research on and 
development of aids for a common national system of air navigation 
and air traffic control.” It was to consist of four full-time representa- 
tives, one each from the Army, the Navy, the Air Force, and the CAA, 
plus a part-time chairman from outside the Government service. Its 
tunds were to be donated by the Department of Commerce and the 
Department of Defense. 

It is not surprising that a group constituted in that fashion should 
have made little progress toward its objective. In 1954, when its 
lack of progress was apparent to all, the Board was reconstituted 
under a new charter which stated that— 
the Secretaries of Defense and Commerce deem it essential that a single basic 
system of air navigation and air traffic control—a truly national common sys- 
tem—must be developed and installed which will satisfy the requirements of 
all users to the greatest extent possible. 

Under the new charter a higher level of representation was provided 
for, but the Board was to include representatives only of the Defense 
aid Commerce Departments. Needless to say, if either Department 
failed to cooperate, or if the two Departments disagreed, the Board 
could make no real contribution. 

While the operations of the Air Navigation Development Board 
have reflected a commendable effort on the part of both the Defense 
and Commerce Departments to arrive at mutually agreeable solutions 
to a most difficult problem, they have not provided an answer to the 
problem which General Arnold has outlined. In the first place, the 
interests of military and civil aviation are too frequently conflicting 
to permit representatives of each to agree upon long-range solutions, 
und when the two representatives on the Air } Navigation Develop- 
ment Board disagree, the matter is necessarily deadlocked. 

In the second pl: ice, the Air Navigation Development Board has, 
in our judgment, approached the problem in reverse. The energies 
of the staff and the funds assigned have been expended in the evalua- 
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tion of scores of specific pieces of gear, designed by the military pri- 
marily for defense purposes, to see ‘whether or not they could be fitted 
into a common system of air navigation and traffic control. One of 
these was TACAN. In our judgment, the system should be planned 
first. Only then should time and effort be devoted to evaluation of 
individual pieces of equipment. 

It would be our recommendation that the Air Navigation Develop- 
ment Board be reconstituted by statute as an independent agency. 
with clear statutory responsibility for pli wnning the future air navi- 

gation-traflic control system to which General Arnold has referred. 
W e would suggest that the new agency consist of the Secretary of 
Commerce, the Secretary of Defense, and a full-time Chairman, inde- 
pendent of both Departments, to be ap pointed by the President with 
the advice and consent of the Senate. Having been given the responsi- 
bility of planning the future air navigation-traffie control system, 
the Board should have the staff and the funds required to do the job. 

To summarize, American aviation is faced with a critical need for 
a completely new air navigation-traflic control system. It must be 
designed from scratch and must be adequate to meet the highly diverse 
requirements of the future. We recommend that Congress reconsti- 
tute the Air Navigational Development Board to that job. 

In the meantime, our present system must be improved as much 
and as rapidly as ‘possible to tide us over until the new system is ready 
for operation. The CAA should be given the clear responsibility 
to do that and should be given the funds required. 

That concludes our prepared statement, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Monroney. Thank you very much, Mr. Tipton, for a very 
enlightening and thoughtful presentation of a difficult problem that 
we face in Modernizing our air traflic control navigational systems. 

[ can’t compliment you too highly on all of the work that went into 
this discussion. I think it is ceraintly later than we think. The 
amounts of air traffic piling up over our mi jor airports is increasing 
in geometric proportions and the saturation point is being reached 
on voice communications, and other things. This will make it im- 
possible for us to utilize our airways to the fullest. 

Would you not say that this would compare somewhat to the $25 
billion highway program that we are discussing, in that you cannot 
have a highway program without money and that while you do have 
to increase the amounts of landing space, the control of the airspace 
actually is comparable to the superhighways that we are talking 
about spending $25 billion on for auto traffic ¢ 

Mr. Tipton. I understand that the presentations made in support 
of an expanded highway program in terms of highway traffic were 
not unlike the presentation we have made this morning in their 
fundamentals. I think the parallel is a good one. 

Senator Monronry. But your airways correspond to your arterial 
traffieways and unless you can move tarffic faster in the’ airways you 
are going to reach the same bottleneck that we have in our arterial 
highways, will you not? 

Mr. Trrton. That is right. 

Senator Monronry. And we finally come back to that ugly word 
called money. I think if that one can be cracked and we can get 
aviation into the position that it is rightfully entitled to be on the 
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receipt of funds for its expansion, and it has received pennies while 
in the past the highway program has received hundreds of dollars— 
that we had better figure out what we are going to do about this 
dynamic leadership to get us away from the horse-and-buggy ap- 
proach into jet-age thinking, and, of course, the leadership needs to 
be properly supported with adequs ite budget allowances. 

I am quoting from page 26. I couldn't agree more completely, 
but while agreeing a thousand percent with you on the need, on the 
availability of electronic devices which need only to be engineered to 
adapt them to the problem that we know exists, it is hard for me 
to figure why we should remain under the same leadership. I say 
this for my distinguished colleagues’ benefit, we have had under both 
Democratic and Republican administrations a situation where avia- 
tion under Commerce has been a stepchild from a budgetary stand- 
point. Sure, Cabinet level is fine. The Cabinet level works in reverse, 
s0 maybe you ought to try a new salesman on the outside to see if you 
can get somewhere. 

Senator Payne. Wouldn’t you say also, Mr. Chairman, that perhaps 
it has been a stepchild of the Congress, itself, looking at the appro- 
priations that the Congress has made over the years / 

Senator Monroney. But the distinguished Senator from Maine 
knows that Congress must, with its vast volume of work, be guided by 
the Presidential budget. We work on that basis on everything and 
we find it rather difficult to override a Presidential budget, particularly 
if we are denied access to the amount of the original request made for 
funds by the CAA to meet its needs. 

| would again like to refer to the record which shows that under De- 
mocratic administrations and under Republican administrations we 
have suffered greatly in a period when we should be modernizing and 
looking ahead to proper radar control and improvement of fac ilities. 
We have suffered more, I feel, in recent years, particularly in the re- 
vised budget of 1954 and in the 1955 budget than we have in all other 
years, when only $7 million and $7,700,000 were requested in the budget 
submission by Commerce and these were largely followed in the Presi- 
dential*budget. It is just one of those things in the exigencies of ap- 
propriations. You are up against an almost immovable object when 
you try to boost the Presidential budget to a figure, particularly if you 
don’t have the requests originally m: ade by C AA. 

Now for the life of me, I can’t see why, as interested as you are in 
air trafic control, we always have this record of reductions of the re- 
quests of CAA, as they go through Commerce, then they get clipped 
another time when they go through the President's Bureau of the 
Budget, under Democratic. or Republican administrations, Senator 
Payne, and then maybe a slight reduction usually from the Congress 
side itself. 

Mr. Treron. I would be very glad to spell out a little bit more than 
we have in our statement the process of reasoning we went through 
in coming up with our conclusion. 

Senator Monroney. Well, I would like to have it. I followed your 
statement up to the time when you plunged for maintenance of the 
status quo, and I say that advisedly, status quo both in air navigation 
aids and Government organization. It is hard to read the first part 
of your statement and then find you want more of the same. I have 
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this list from 1950 to 1956 here, which you perhaps have seen, which 
I would like to put into the record again at this point. 

Mr. Trrron. Yes, I saw it. I believe you put it in the record on 
Friday. I have the same one here. 

Senator Monronry. Yes. That is it. 

Mr. Tipton. We have followed those appropriations along as they 
have been recommended and they have been produced. We have been 
concerned about them. The process of reasoning we went through was 
this: We reviewed our air traflic control situation, that is a constant 
subject of review, needless to say, and we sought to identify in looking 
over past years when, as you can see, a substantial amount of our 
staff devotes our attention to these various problems, where were 
the areas of fault, in order not for the purpose of assigning blame to 
anyone, but for the purpose of determining what changes should be 
made to improve the situation. We found that there was no area in 
which you could say it was his fault, he should have done something 
differently. 

We started out with the CAA recommendation, many times reduced 
by the Department of Commerce, but then reduced by the Bureau of 
the Budget then reduced by Congress. The ultimate problem all 
along has been money, as it always is, because these facilities cost a 
lot of money, and having a staff to plan a system costs a great deal of 
money. 

In looking over the history of the time and in passing upon the 
performance of each one, it was impossible to impose upon any one 
person or group a responsibility for this constant reduction in the 
funds as they went through the various processes of government. We 
came to the conclusion, therefore, that a withdrawal of the Civil 
Aeronautics Administration from the Department of Commerce would 
not solve our problem. 

It would not solve our problem because even as an independent 
agency, that independent agency would have to go before the Bureau 
of the Budget, and the experience of independent agencies that I am 
familiar with is not too satisfactory with respect to getting their 
appropriations from the Bureau of the Budget, so that, we didn't 
think, would cure the problem. We went on further to see what we 
had failed to do or what the Government had failed to do on the past, 
and we came out with the recommendation we have made here, that 
the planning and development of the airways system in the Air Navi- 
gation Development Board, which was the board that was set up back 
in 1948 to work on this, had been hamstrung over the years by its un- 
fortunate organization, because any organization teas i is based upon, 
in effect, two members, is likely to w ind up deadlocked, particularly 
when the parties have basically conflicting requirements, and therefore 
we recommend to your comment that the CAA not be disturbed, but 
that they focus attention on what we believe is the heart of the matter. 

Now that argument I have just made, of course, would lead you to 
the conclusion possibly that it'makes no difference w hether it is in the 
Department of Commerce or independent, and that led us to inquire 
as to whether we would be in as good a position with the CAA out of 
the Department of Commerce as if they were in, and at that point, 
with our experience with the conflicting requirements of the civil and 
military, we were loath to recommend a course of action which would 
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take civil aviation out of the cabinet. It would tend to demote it to 
a position where it was not on an equal level with the military agencies 
who do have a place in the cabinet. 

That being the conclusion, our suggestion was that the problem is 
there to be sure and that we must all recognize and the recognition we 
have gotten from the committee we appreciate, but the solution of the 
problem i is not the one that is proposed in this bill. 

In other words, we are very thankful of an opportunity to bring this 
problem to the attention of the committee but we do not believe that 
the solution is the one that is contained in the legislation which is under 
active consideration. 

Senator Monroney. Well now, you, and General Arnold particu- 
larly, have talked about the Radio Technical Commission for Aero- 
nauties, SC-31, Report of 1948, and I quote from page 20. There is 
no design to make possible the safe, efficient flow of all traffic. The 
common system envisonaged in 1948 by the Radio Technical Com- 
mission for Aeronautics, SC-31 report, was accepted then and today 
by all aviation leaders. These are the major possible improvements 
in our present system and are all actions reflected in and consistent 
with the recommendations of RTCA Special Committee 31, the work 
which was directed by the Congress to be undertaken and which 
received the Collier Trophy in recognition of outstanding achieve- 
ment. The RTCA completed its work in 1948 and today in 1956 most 
of the recommendations are yet to be implemented. 

Now I will ask you if you can show me where in anyway there 
was any responsibility for lack of implementation i in RCTA’s report 
which was occasioned by the requests of CAA. Were they not follow- 
ing that as a blueprint and as a pattern and only the lack of funds 
prevented that — being carried out 

Mr. Trpron. General Arnold works constantly with the RTCA 
and I am sure he would give a more accurate answer to that than 
I would. 

General ArNnoup. Well, Mr. Chairman, in all fairness, in looking at 
the program, I think the fault lies in the fact that originally the CAA 
did not have the concept here of even the first motion of asking for 
the components that were laid out. We haven't brought in anything 
new, Mr. Chairman, when we put those points down. They are docu- 
mented by charts, by dates in 1948. I don’t have access to all of the 
internal problems between Commerce and CAA, but our reaction in 
talking to the people there was that it was only recently that they 
have discovered radar. 

Senator Monroney. I wouldn’t say that, now, General. With all 
due regard, I have listened to Fred B. Lee when he was Administrator. 
I have read the reports of his speeches where he has talked radar, 
more sii and still more radar. It is certainly in line with the 
RCTA’s SC-31. In 1955, Cz A A asked for $127,800,000. When they 
got out of the Democr atic Department of Commerce they were cut 
almost in half; that is $67,200,000. They got out of the President’s 
budget with $42,200,000, and _ finally out of the Congress with 
$37,500,000. 

In 1951, perhaps chastened by the reduction, they asked for $7814 
million. They got out of Commerce with $48,700,000, and they got 
out of the President's budget with $43,500,000, and out of the Con- 
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gress with $19 million. Consistently, the request from CAA have 
been for funds that I wouldn’t doubt included radar. 
(The tabulation is as follows :) 
Civil Aeronautics Administration appropriation history, “Establishment of Air 
Navigation Facilities” 
{Millions of dollars] 


; 


Commerce 


Fiscal year CAA request |submission to} President’s |Congressional 


Bureau of | budget jappropriation 
Budget 














1959 ‘ j $127.8 $67. 2 $42. 2 | $37. 5 
1951 ai 78.5 18.7 43.5 | 19.0 
1952 39.1 39. 1 24.4 10.5 
1953 35. 5 18.3 | 15.1 | 10.0 
1954 30.0 22.0 13.0 
13.0 17.0 17.0 7.0 
1055 aie doa 5.0 5.0 
1956 at 6. 5 23.6 16.0 
1 Revised. 
Reference: Except for original 1954 figures, above figures were cited by Senator Schoeppel, January 10, 
1956 
Original 1954 figures from F. B. Lee's t sti es ny of January 10, 1956. 
Also, F. B. Lee testi hed that each y SAA require nents of over $4 ,009,900 were reduced prior to 
CAA request in compliance with budg: it yn sally letters of Secretary of Commerce. 
Civil Aeronautics Administration appropriations history (O&R), 
“Operation and Regulation” 
[ Millions of dollars] 
Commerce 
Fiscal year CAA request submission to) President’s |Congressional 
Bureau of budget appropriation 
Budget | 
1950 $123. 4 $110.1 $97.4 $04.4 
1951 117.9 104.4 104. 3 98.5 
1952 106. 5 106.0 102.8 99.1 
1953 111.1 112.4 109. 0 105. 6 
1954 114. 4 113.2 De al akcemaes 
1107.0 1105.5 1105.5 105.0 
1955 109. 3 100.6 97.3 | 98. 1 
195¢ 117.7 111.7 107.4 106.8 
| 
Revised. 


Reference: Except for original 1954 figures, above figures were cited by Senator Schoeppel, January 10, 
1956. 
Original 1954 figures from F. B. Lee’s testimony of January 10, 1956. 


General ARNOLD. Yes, but the first long-range radar, which is the 
bottleneck of the long-route traffic, was barred in 1947 from the mili- 
tary and put in at Washington National Airport and given to the 
CAA. It has been in use ever since and I believe it was only last 
year was the first that the CAA has ever asked for long-range radar, 
and there were three—one in Chicago, one to replace the one in 
Washington, an outmoded one, and one in New York. 

Now I feel that regardless of which administration it has been, 
that there hasn’t been the dynamic understanding and yet the same 
people have consistently stated that our trafic, Mr. Chairman, is 
going to be increasing to 100 percent by 1965, in September 1954 it 
wasn’t ours, we take the official log of delays for 3 days straight in 
New York which showed the condition and the situation that our 
whole system today is outmoded, and that there must be something 
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done drastically to maintaing our present system until we can get some- 
thing new. 

Now today, as far as I know, there is no long-range new system 
being promulgated. 

Senator Monroney. Well, are they not following—our testimony 
and the information I have obtained has been that CAA has con- 
sistently followed to the limits of the appropriations they could 
wheedle out of Commerce, and wheedle out of the President’s budget, 
and wheedle out of the Congress. Finally, they have been following 
religiously the RTCA Special Committee 31’s report and implement 
ing that just as fast as the funds were available. 

General Arnotp. Mr. Chairman, if 1 may give one example, in 1951, 
the Air Force and the Navy called me over and said: Look, we have 
got airplanes, we have got to move them, we are going to draw a 
circle of a hundred miles : around and put ina long-range radar. We 
are going to give these to the CAA. We don’t want to operate them. 
To our knowledge, the CAA has consistently used the civil require- 
ments of the number of aircraft landing as a criteria for asking for 
funds, and it has only been within the last few months, to my know}- 
edge, that there has been any understanding between the Bureau of 
the Budget, Commerce and Air Force and Navy and CAA to pick up 
this thing and operate it. 

We don’t want two systems operated in this country. 

Senator Monronry. No, but if we saturate the Air Force and the 
Navy air with millions of dollars to kick around as they see fit on 
their long-range radar, and everything, and then treat civil aviation 
and CAA like stepchildren, you are going to have more instead of 
less farming out of the job the CAA should be doing, and that is 
idopting a common system of control and running it from CAA. You 
ieard this committee blow its top the other day about putting military 
control over certain segments which we don't like. 

Personally, I don’t like it. I doubt if Senator Payne likes it, but 
the reason is budgetary. Certainly no Administrator, I don’t care 
who he is, and we have had a bunch of them, too many, that would 
not prefer to have all of those control towers and all of that radar 
under their own control, under their own purchase, designed for 

what they want, and operated by men that have gone through their 
own schools and under the control of CAA. It just doesn’t make 
sense to me to use the argument that the military has lots of dough, 
and that they should let some of the crumbs fall to CAA when we 
are sitting here not even giving them enough to operate the facilities 
which will be yielded by the military. 

General Arnoxtp. Well, Mr. Chairman, I agree it is a matter of 
money, but it is also a matter of program and one that is being 
vigorously pursued by the organization that is responsible. I think 
the two go hand in hand, and I think that if the program is not there 
and properly portrayed, that is an interim program to bolster our 
present outmoded system, we don’t believe you can pull a switch and 
put in a new system overnight. That is necessary. We need proper 
funds. 

We believe that the 5-year program—and it has been publicized— 
does that in an adequate way. We hope the Congress will see fit to 
provide funds for that. 





394 STUDY OF CIVIL AERONAUTICS ADMINISTRATION 


The other thing is to immediately start on a program which isn’t 
even on paper for a new system and to do a research job on that for 
1 to 2 years and to program that and to see that thing through. 

Senator Payne. And a coordinated system. 

General ArNotp. Yes, and that has got to come because 1960 is 
awfully close. Those are the programs that we see. We believe that 
you do need the money, sir, but we don’t believe that the money 
should be appropriated if the program is not there and properly 
analyzed by your committee and the Congress of the country to see 
that this is sound. 

Senator Monroney. How can we analyze it if we are denied, until 
we get into this investigation, even the funds that CAA asked for? 
You are muzzling CAA from going to the Congress. The CAA Ad- 
ininistrator, no matter how much he might desire it to go to the 
Congress and no matter who he is, cannot override the Secretary 
of Commerce. 

Now your Secretary of Commerce, whether the present incumbent 
or the future one, is not going to be appointed because of his love for 
aviation. Let’s just face facts, because it is a many-sided thing and 
they have got all sort of duties in commerce. Unfortunately most of 
those duties don’t seem to be in the aviation field. 

If you are ever going to have aviation representation, then you 
have got to allow the guy that speaks for aviation to go unmuzzled 
and ungagged before the country and before the Congress on what 
he needs. As long as you gag him, he will speak only as a Charley 
McCarthy dummy can speak, only what the Commerce Department 
will allow him to when he goes before these committees. Now I 
don’t want that kind of control over air navigation facilities, but I 
think what you are arguing for is just that. 

You don’t know who the Democrats will put in as Secretary of 
Commerce in 1957. 

Senator Payne. My, there is optimism here this morning. 

Mr. Treron. May I comment on that, Mr. Chairman / 

Senator Monroney. Yes. 

Mr. Tipron. This question of organization, as I said, we have looked 
at it pretty carefully and it seemed to us that inevitably the way 
our Government is organized, inevitably there are going to be checks 
on the CAA, whether it is in or out of Commerce, on the amount 
of funds that it is going to get. 

Ultimately the executive branch of the Government is going to 
make budgetary determinations. 

Senator Monroney. And that is all to the good. 

Mr. Tipton. And once they make a budgetary determination, ap- 
parently, in the Bureau of the Budget, then there seems to be a rule 
that the head of the independent agency or the head of the Depart- 
ment cannot tell Congress what he asked for originally. 

Maybe that rule is a good one. Maybe it is not. I don’t know, but 
nevertheless, it is always there and ‘it doesn’t make any difference 
whether he is in commerce or out of it, you get stuck with that. 

Senator Payne. But there isn’t anything that prevents a strong 
and forceful expression of the Congress itself if they are alert and 
awake to the problem that confronts aviation today of expressing 
themselves clearly enough and emphatically enough so that due recog- 
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nition is ~~ regardless of where the control of the agency might 
rest, _— am sure that if the Congress rests—and I think we all 
need it, I am placing myself in the same category, of recognizing 
that this is a problem and we better get away from doing so much 
talk about it of what has gone on and what is going on and let’s look 
forward emphatically to what is going to happen in the future and 
try to educate others into the way of thinking of something that can 
be done to help this job—I don’t think you will have any ‘trouble in 
the end result of selling either this Department of Commerce or any 
other department of commerce. Neither will you have difficulty in 
selling the Budget Bureau which after all has to look at this thing 
realistically on the overall, financial program of the entire Govern- 
mnet without regard to any specific component part. 

Mr. Tirron. I would like to comment on that for this reason, be- 

‘ause What you have said is a large part of motivation for what was 
a very long ve very elaborate presentation this morning. 

What we are asking this committee for is their leadership in help- 
ing solve this seaiiede, 

We know that this committee has the capacity to provide that 
leadership because they have dealt with at least two problems that I 
have In mind and which the committee is fully aware of whereby the 

leadership of this committee problems were straightened out and 
t took the leadership of this committee to do it and that we would 

ike to have. 

Senator Payne. Well, I am interested as you are, not in what has 
vone on. That is over the dam, water over the dam. I am interested 
in What is going to happen in the future and I say that our job is, and 
[ say it respectfully to the chairman of this committee who has 
lone a remarkably good job in focusing attention on several things, 
not just this thing we are talking about, but on other things, too— 
it is true that the members of this subcommittee are tremendously 
uterested and we can talk our fool heads off about it. 

We can talk on the floor of the Senate. Members who I hope would 
be equally interested on the House side could talk on the House side 
ut unless you can educate the everyday Member of this Congress 
as to the importance of this thing and get them as a united bloc be- 
lieving that this is something that has got to be done and definitely 
got. to be done—I don’t care whether amounts are recommended by 
Tom, Dick, or Harry, they aren’t going to get the consideration until 
Congress itself is sold on it. Too often too many people look up in 
the air and say, “My, that is a beautiful blue sky and there is plenty 
of space up there and I do not see why anybody is quarreling about 
room for an aircraft to travel through because there is one over there 
and there i is one over here and my God, they aren’t within 10 miles of 
each other.” They don’t realize the problem involved in controlling 
traffic and air safety. 

Senator Monroney. I would not be a bit afraid if we had a few 
men like Senator Payne on the Appropriations Subcommittee that 
handles the aviation appropriations. Unfortunately you are not on 
it. The junior Senator from Oklahoma is not on it. 

Senator Payne. I think it is our job to conduct a 1-man or 2-man 
or 3-man crusade and see if we cannot get some of them interested 
in this problem. 
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Senator Monroney. I respect your ambitions; I share them with 
you. But having served some 18 years in the other body and this 
body, I know the fatal effects of the Appropriations Committee when 
they stand united on the floor against increases in an appropriation. 

That old argument, “We dare not leave this carefully worked- out 
budget.” Let me again repeat that the sworn testimony—and it is 
not controverted at all—is that Commerce gets a piece of money in 
the budget. It doesn’t say “X” dollars for civil aviation. It goes 
to the Commerce Department and they are worried about all of the 
manifold duties they have, ranging from the Bureau of Standards 
to the Weather Bureau, the Bureau of Public Roads, et cetera. Avi- 
ation has to compete within the limitation of that piece of pie, and 
unfortunately, according to information that I have received—and 
if anybody can tell me it is wrong I will yield—but Mr. Lee and previ- 
ous Administrators under the Democratic Party never got to justify 
their appropriations for aviation to the Secretary of Commerce—he 
is too busy—or to the Under Secretary for Transportation. They go 
before a career budget officer whose job is to bring within the bounds 
of that piece of budget all the money that Commerce is going to want. 
He is concerned with dividing that up so each agency will perhaps 
be able to survive, and that is about all. 

There is no way that you can open the door for aviation that I know 
of, and T am not wedded to any one particular plan where you can 
avoid this being cut down before you ever get into court. That is 
what I object to. It has h: appened under Democrats and under Re 
publicans. They automatically cut you about half or a third, and 
then there is anothe 1 shrinkage process that goes on when you get into 
the President’s budget, and another shrinkage when you go through 
Congress. I do not think aviation can st and it any longer. I think 
this tragic thing you are telling us about today is the responsibility of 
several factors, but primarily it is that extra shrinking room you go 
through when you go before a career budgeteer in Commerce. You 
are never allowed to actually open the door on what CAA felt it 
needed when it justified its request to these career people. You do not 

ave any Cabinet representation when you are making up the budget. 
Y ou do not have any Cabinet representation actually “for the original! 
CAA budget. You have just got the shrinkage after it goes through 
that wringer. 

Mr. Treron. Well, I guess I would be just repeating what I said, 
but it was our feeling, pretty firmly held, that as far as the budget 
situation is concerned, taking them out of the Department of Com- 
merce would not improve our situation one iota because they will still 
have to go to the Bureau of the Budget which controls the whole situ- 
ation in order to get their money. The only other independent agency 
with which I have any degree of familiarity is the Interstate ‘Com- 
merce Commission, and this committee has had to intercede at least 
once to my knowledge, and probably many times in the past, to get 
them enough money to operate on. 

Senator Payne. Federal Communications is the same way. 

Mr. Tieton. The whole surface career industry under the Inter- 
state Commerce Commission has risen up in arms at times, where the 
Interstate Commerce Commission keeps constantly getting more work 
to do and constantly less money to do it with or an equal amount of 
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money and as I say, this committee has had to intercede on their 
behalf to get additional money so that we didn’t think that the 
greater recognition of budget requirements would come from the 
independent agency status. We did think they would lose on impor- 
tant policy questions in conflict with the military agencies, a valuable 

Cabinet position. 

Senator Moroney. I would question the “valuable.” We had to 
intercede every time we have gotten any more money for CAA, 
the second Washington airport, the Federal aid to airports bill, every 
step of the way. The position that you and other elements of aviation 
advocated found no intercession in your behalf in Commerce or the 
Under Secretary of Commerce. It had to be taken up directly — 
the Congress and what I am trying to see in presenting this bill 1 
where that direct route will not result in aviation continuing to be a 
stepehild. 

All this stuff you complain about has happened for years under this 
valuable and I quote, “valuable Commerce representation” either 
under Mr. Charles Sawyer or under Mr. Weeks and the — 
record has been written. I think it is high time that if you had ; 
irplane that was flying as long as this type of situation has exis al 
vou would be looking for a new plane. 

Mr. Tirron. This is a critical situation under the Government 
organization. But our doubt is whether we could regard withdrawal 
of the CAA from the Department of Commerce as any cure. 

Senator Moroney. Wasn't it a fact that your organization and your 
predecessor organization opposed to the consolidation of CAA into 
(‘Commerce originally 4 

Mr. Treron. Let’s see, ves. 

Senator Monroney. In 1940, I believe. 

Mr. Trpron. Back in 1940 when the Civil Aeronautics Authority 

as set up as an independent agency, the Air Transport Association 
I wasn’t part of it then, but I knew of its activities—opposed the 
putting of the CAB and the CAA in the Department of Commerce 

nl we opposed it on a number of prom We have had a great 
~ of experience since which has caused us 2 years ago or 3 years 
igo, I guess now, to take a position before shin commitee that we did 
vot want a resignation of the original organization and the reason we 
didn’t want it primarily was the complete disruption it would cause 
n the activities of those agencies if they were reorganized and we 
didn’t think that the gains | to be had from reorganizing them were 
vorth the losses vou would have while they were going through the 
process. 

Senator Moroney. All you lose is the Secretary of Commerce and 
tle Under Secretary of Commerce for Transportation. 

The rest of the CAA can be moved out en bloc. You lost the two 
budget officers, and all they do is cut you down. I think you could 
unload a part of that extra weight and perhaps find that you can 
vet airborne a lot better if you are independent. I listened to your 
arguments. 

I’m sorry to say I made a mistake when I voted for the consolidation 
in 1940, but I do not want to be bound by mistakes of the past. I 
think if it hasn't worked well in 16 years then why should we just say, 
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well, this is sacred. You don’t hold to the testimony of Mr. Roths- 
child that you have got all of the transportation centralized in this 
sort of sacred palace of transportation in Commerce; do you? 

Mr. Tieron. I have never supported that idea. 

Senator Monroney. There is no similarity between ste: umships and 
airplanes, is there ¢ 

Mr. Tipron. I find none. As you will notice, we do not rely on that 
argument in support of our position. We arrived at ours quite in- 
dependently of that one. 

Senator Monroney. Excuse me for monopolizing the airspace, 
Senator Payne? Do you have any further questions? 

Senator Payne. No; I do not. 

Senator Monronry. Let me ask, since you are representing the 
ATA in this, for what portion of the member ship do you speak ¢ 

Mr. Tipron. That requires me to speak for just a second on the way 
the positions of the ATA are set up. We have a board of directors 
of 11 members which is designed to be a cross section of the industry 
with large airlines, small airlines, local-service airlines, and helicopter 
airlines. In determining the ATA position on this particular legis- 
lation, I polled the board of directors and found that 10 members of 
the board of directors favored retaining the CAA in the Department 
of Commerce. 

Once member preferred that we take no position at all. That is in 
accordance with our standard method of determining the ATA’s posi- 
tion between annual meetings of all of the members. Then we fol- 
lowed that with a report to all of the members of the position of the 
board of directors and based on the reports I have had from those 
members, we have, I believe, approximately 20 who wish to oppose 
the separation. We have 3 who definitely wish to have the CAA with- 
drawn from the Department of Commerce and we have 5 that wish to 
take no position. 

Senator Monroney. That is just about what ours show, and then 
16 who apparently are silent, not even answering. May I say for the 
record. we sent wires to all of your listed members of the ATA read- 
ing as follows: 

Statements have been made here to the effect that all airlines are opposed 
to an independent status for the Civil Aeronautics Administration. Because 
of the vital role your company plays in civil aviation, I would appreciate know- 
ing which of the 3 following statements more nearly reflect the views of your 
company, one, favor retention of CAA as a subsidiary agency under control of 
Commerce Department; two, favor independent status for CAA with direct right 
to request funds through Budget to Congress and to set policy without regard 
to Commerce intervention or dictation; three, would prefer not to commit com- 
pany in any way in this matter at this time. 

The results we received were comparable to yours. Answering in 
favor of retention were 20, answering in favor of independent status 
were 4, and wishing to not comment were e 5, but 16 no answer at all, 
so you lack a majority or you went on the absentee vote. 

Senator Payne. Well, silence is golden. 

Senator Monronry. It might be politic ‘al, too, neither wish to offend 
the committee nor the administration. 

Mr. Tipron. It interests me, Mr. Chairman, that somebody else has 
the same experience with my member airlines that I do in all that 
16 do not answer at all. 
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Senator Monronrty. Maywe we should ask them to wire us collect. 
Do you have any further questions ? 

Senator Payne. No. 

Senator Monronry. Thank you very much for very comprehensive 
testimony. Indeed, I think on the air navigation control features, it is 
probably the finest testimony that we have yet received during my 
service on this committee. It certainly portrays the crazy-quilt pat- 
‘ern that we find ourselves in, and it is later than we think. Do you 
agree with one statement made by Mr. Lee that it is about 5 years from 
the passage of appropriation until the radar facilities can be de- 
livered ? 

General ArNoip. Yes: [ would say from 31% to 5 years is absolutely 
correct and that is true, Mr. Chairman, practically of almost any elee- 
tronic equipment. Some of % stretches out even to a greater Jength. 

Senator Monroney. I see. 

Mr. Treron. Well, we appreciate this opportunity to come, Mr. 
(Chairman, and Senator Payne. 

Senator Monroney. Thank you very much. 

(Whereupon, at 12:35 p. m., the subcommittee adjourned.) 
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Unitep Srates SENATE, 
COMMITIEE ON INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN COMMERCE, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON AVIATION, 
Washington, Le: GC. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to call, at 10:20 a.m. in room G—16, 
the Capitol, Washington, D. C., Senator A. S. Mike Monroney, 
hairman of the subcommittee, eee 

Present: Senators Monroney (presiding), Payne, and Potter. 

Senator Monronry. The Subcommittee on Aviation of the Inter- 
tate and Foreign Commerce Committee will be in session. We are 
esuming the hearing on Senate bill S. 2818, which would set up Civil 
\eronautics Administration as a separate Government entity and give 

its independence. 

We regret the illness of Mr. McMurray, who suddenly had a very 

ad digestive upset and will be unable to be here. We will postpone 
the testimony of the Air Line Pilots Association until we can deter- 

ne when he can appear, or whether Mr. Sayen, the president of the 
\ir Line Pilots Association, can appear. 

We have as one of our witnesses today Mr. Charles A. Parker, 
executive director of the National Aviation Trades Association. We 
vould be very happy to have Mr. Parker step forward, if he will, 
please. 

Would you state your name for the record, Mr. Parker? 


TESTIMONY OF CHARLES A. PARKER, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, 
NATIONAL AVIATION TRADES ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Parker. Charles A. Parker, executive director, National Avia- 
tion Trade Association. 

Senator Monronry. Would you take the oath, please? All testi- 
mony that has been given in this particular hearing has been under 
rath. 

Do you solemnly swear that the testimony you are about to give 
n this case will be the truth, the whole truth and nothing but the 
truth, so help _ God ? 

Mr. Parker. I do. 

Senator Monroney. You may proceed in your own way, Mr. Parker. 
We do appreciate your taking the time to come here and accommodate 
vourself to a busy schedule th: at this subcommittee seems to be on. 

Mr. Parker. Well, Senator, I thank you very much for the oppor- 
tunity to appear here. 

401 
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I have already stated my name and connection. 

Our members of the National Aviation Trades Association are com.- 
posed of concerns (sometimes called fixed base operators) engaged in 
various commercial aviation operations. These include airer aft and 
aviation product sales, airport operations, flight training, air taxi 
services, aerial dusting and spraying, maintenance and repair and 
other miscellaneous activities. Our membership totals 406 concerns 
in 47 States. 

A resolution of our national governing board together with spot 
checks with key members over a wide area enables our office to recom- 
ment the enactment of S. 2818. 

In developing our reasons for endorsing this bill, I would like to 
make a brief digression into certain related matters, since they have 
«a bearing on the problem of any administrator, the status of CAA and 
its effectiveness in the days ahead. 

Various accusations appeared in the trade press to the effect that 
Mr. Fred Lee, former CAA Administrator, failed to develop pro- 
grams relating to airways and air-traffic control to meet present and 
future requirements. Irrespective of pros and cons on detailed items, 
we believe Mr. Lee was a victim of matters far beyond his control. 

The Lee situation and the problems surrounding it certain) 
brought out one point, namely, that confusion has been and is great 
regarding the entire airways and ATC problems. 

No Administrator can afford to rush into adoption of various and 
sundry proposed systems, methods, and equipment. Even the present 
Acting Administrator of CAA has expressed this in a recent state- 
ment indicating that he stood for thorough proving out of any device 
or systems in ATC, and air navigation, before use and that it must 
meet acceptance to all major user groups. (Ref. American Aviation 
Daily, January 12, 1956.) This certainly seems to be a continued 
and desirable policy of the CAA and as you see concerns any Admin- 
istrator as much as it did Mr. Lee. 

Since I first penned notes for this testimony, the Harding report 
entitled “Aviation Facilities” prepared for the Director of the Bureau 
of the Budget, burst upon the scene. Note that the report states: 

There is still no top level systems study and master plan which would provide 
the executive branch and affected agencies of the Government with a firm basis 
upon which to build a comprehensive, legislative and fiscal program, for aviation 
facilities development. 

In aviation, the whole private industry, the Air Force, and the 
Government are completely involved with each other in airspace 
matters. The CAA cannot “run” the military establishments nor 
has the CAA ever even in the slightest degree attempted to do so. 
On the other hand, the Air Force gives me the distinct impression 
that it would like to be rid of certain civil aviation activities and 
has shown an unwillingness to cooperate with the CAA in some mat- 
ters in the slightest degree unless forced to do so. It is particularly 
significant, therefore, that the report implies the need for an inte- 
grated facilities development plan that includes the military. Mr. 
Lee had tried to balance the problems arising between civil aviation 
and military and it would have been disastrous had he merely accepted 
the military program for cooperation. I am sure he recalls the strong 
and universal opposition of industry at the time of the Korean war 
to any plan for the “militarization of the airways” 
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The point is that in the best interests of our country, it is absolutely 
necessary that both military and civil aviation be as strong as possible 
and the only way to achieve this is through close and ‘harmonious 
cooperation. We certainly endorse the Acting Administrator’s re- 
cently stated policy of seeking fullest cooperation with the military. 

This problem of providing an adequate working basis between 
military and civil agencies and the need for effective integrated activ- 
ities is not a new problem in Government but it is certainly one of 
the most important problems now confronting us in airspace matters. 

Of great significance, therefore, is the statement in the Harding 
report which says: 

We need to know a great deal more about what kind of Government organiza 
tion is required to control use of the airspace and be responsible for the appro- 
priate Federal interest in the construction and use of Government-financed mili 
tary and civil aviation facilities. 

The answer to this will not be easily determined. 

Your investgiation, I believe, has already shown that CAA has 
been equipped with limited tools in the way of policy and dollars to 
do its job and your review has disclosed the need for some new tools. 
In fact, it has already caused a sudden and new consideration of 
CAA’s needs by both the ena Department and the Congress. 

Unless this is so any Administrator will be faced with the same 
problems regarding airspace matters as was Frederick B. Lee. 

A review of the aviation-trade press covering the past half year 
or so will show a confusing array of claims, charges, proposals, 1 
tractions and major uncertainties on this whole subject on which “ne 
was accused of failure. 

Note that the Harding report states : 

There are now over 75 committees, subcommittees and special working groups 
addressing themselves to aviation facilities matters. 


Note also the recent enunciation in New York by the present Acting 
Administrator of CAA: 


The major initiative for improving the control system by means of radar or 
of any other method must come from CAA itself. 

A necessary step to help carry out this function and enable CAA to 
cope with the whole confusing situation would be to give CAA inde- 
pendent agency status. This is the first step. A second step goes 
back to my earlier remarks and the Harding report, namely, that 
some kind of arrangement is needed to integrate airspace matters 
and generally coordinate the Federal, military, and civil facilities, 
spending and interests. 

Witness the terrific impact of air upon our travel and communi- 
cations, social and economic orders, now and ahead, plus, of course, 
its role in national defense. In view of this, it is possible that the 

sation of the Special Assistant to the President on the airspace study 
may be an indication of the status and level to which aviation in all 
its facets must one day be raised. 

I would just like to inject here a side remark to the effect that I 
believe aviation has been raised in Great Britain to a comparable 
level to the status here. 

Aviation has a fantastic future, with constant expansion in use, ever 
changing requirements and endless technical developments. In view 
of the magnitude of the job ahead, we believe that a strong and well- 
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defined agency able to work directly upon the problems and with a 
minimum of channels for clearance is a necessity. Independent agency 
status will help accomplish these ends. 

In the 6 years that I have served as executive director of NATA I 
have dealt with 5 different CAA Administrators. Any such turnover 
in management in industry would have created great disruption and 
represented gross inefficiency. It is possible that the CAA Adminis- 
trator under independent agency status should be appointed for a 
term of years. On this point, a review of the past few years of CAA’s 
operations will establish the fact that there is a need for continuity in 
the management and operation of CAA. 

With this in mind we urge that the present Acting Administrator, 
now that he has a start on the job, be confirmed without delay so that 

CAA can get on with the task and remove further uncertainty re- 
varding this top post. 

Incidentally, with respect to the philosophy of our Government and 
its structure, I believe it worthwhile for the Congress to consider the 
development, growth, and success of independent agencies. The need 
for these agencies and their success is well established and although 
1 am not a scholar in this field, I believe that the same impelling rea- 
sons which resulted in establishing some of our successful independ- 
ent agencies are present in the CAA situation. One thing seems 
clear—such a valuable and critical Government function as the CAA, 
affecting as it does not only a dynamic growing industry and our 
economy but our whole defense, should not be subjected to political 
maneuvering. Its strength and independence should be protected by 
the Congress and it should not be the subject of the whims and per- 
sonal ambitions of political appointees. 

The present setup lends itself to discord and delay rather than 
harmony and progress. Whenever an individual or group is dissat- 
isfied with the Administrator, the Commerce Under Secretary for 
= ansportation, who may have little valid knowledge about either the 

‘AA or aviation problems, can immediately be ¢ ‘alled in to pass judg- 
ment. The door is always open, not only for disgruntled CAA em- 
ployees, but to anyone w ith an ax to gr cap 

Under an independent agency status, the door is always opened to 
correct serious faults as it is now eae your committee, but your 
committee will not undertake an investigation merely for the i 
pose of satisfying a disgruntled employee or other individuals « 
limited groups who are seeking only to create trouble or obtain some 
benefit for themselves. 

I have reason to believe that if your committee went back and re- 
viewed the operations of the Federal agency covering civil aviation 
since its inception, that you would find numerous happenings that 
were detrimental to its operation because of the chain of command and 
subjection to the Commerce Department. 

I also understand that the status of CAA in the original act of 1938 
was established only after long and thoughtful study. And I fur- 
ther understand that the latter Roosevelt orders creating its present 
subjugated position can be considered rash and hasty in view of the 
thought that‘had gone into the first version. 

I dislike m: iking direct accusations but the unpleasantness that de- 
veloped between a former Commerce Under Secretary and CAA re- 





STUDY OF CIVIL AERONAUTICS ADMINISTRATION 405 


flected most favorably on their ability to operate. If creating a 
separate agency would prevent even one more such occurrence, it would 
appear to be worth it. might add that some pruning of C AA was in 
order at the time in some areas but the situation went far beyond that. 

I will go so far as to name the party. It was Mr. Murray, who 
prec eeded Mr. Rothschild, to whom I refer here. 

It is certainly true that an agency answering to a Cabinet head is 
obligated to carry out the Cabinet member’s policies. An agency 
head in that position has no choice and there is no place that he can go 
to seek a review of the Cabinet member’s policy, no matter how wrong 
ov harmful it is. The Cabinet member is a political appointee in the 
fullest sense and how this can affect the agency, we have seen. We 
question the advantage, therefore, of CAA having access to a Cabinet 
member. The importance of the CAA operation is such that it must 
not be dependent upon a political personage. It does need the help 
of the executive branch of the Government and of Congress, but the 

ind of help it needs is the kind which it can obtain by providing the 
executive branch and the Congress with full, detailed reports and 
justifications for its need. It will do its job best when the CAA speaks 
for itself and not through or by somebody else. It will do best when 
it stands fully responsible to the Congress and your committee and 
also to the aviation industry and the public for its failures and suc 
cesses, 

What may have worked reasonably well at the low levels of CAA 
oper ation and industry activity in 1940, may not be geared to meet 
the changing times and demands of the present day industry. Neither 

‘AA nor the industry is any longer a lusty infant. A great amount of 
‘can thinking is and will be required in heretofore untrodden areas 
in the vast developments ahead. It is imperative, therefore, that 
aviation should not be linked or involved or managed in whole or in 
part by any group whose thinking and activities “might be dealing 
with other interests of an established or long standing nature. There 
may be a parallel in that it was necessary to finally unleash our first- 
line airpower from limitations of attachment to earlier limited ground 
minded thinking of the United States Army. 

As users of the airspace from fundamental airmarking to advanced 
electronics, and with CAA, in every phase of our operation, we are 
- incipally concerned with what will be best for aviation rather than 
by political considerations. 

[ conclude by saying that we believe the passage of S. 2818 would be 
best for aviation. 

Thank you. 

Senator Monroney. Thank you very much, Mr. Parker, for a very 
enlightening statement. The organization that you represent, “ 
tional Aviation Trades Association. is not a manufactur ing group; 
is the group concerned with the fixed base operations on the Genddeade 
of small airports and large airports throughout the country ? 

Mr. Parker. That is correct, sir. 

Senator Monronry. And in relationship to the number of flights 
made, it probably would far exceed—your membership and their 
employees—the hours flown by any other branch of the aviation in- 
dustry ; would it not? 





406 STUDY OF CIVIL AERONAUTICS ADMINISTRATION 


Mr. Parker. We are part of general aviation, which far exceeds 
that of the scheduled air carriers, but our investment and numbers of 
personnel in just fixed base operations alone well exceeds the air 
carriers, | am sure. 

Senator Monroney. It does exceed certificated air carriers? 

Mr. Parker. Yes. 

Senator Monroney. Of course upon your operations largely rests 
the private pilot operations because no private pilot in his right mind 
is going to want to be too far away from the counsel and advice and 
service of his aircraft or the trading in of it or maintenance of it by 
the fixed base operator; is that not correct ? 

Mr. Parker. That is correct. I might just say that the term 
“private,” I am a little uneasy about. I would like to make sure that 
people think of that in its fullest term, the corporate, industrial use 
of aircraft, farm and agricultural use of aircraft. 

Senator Monroney. In other words, it is not just the sportsman 
pilot. 

Mr. Parker. No. 

Senator Monroney. It is the corporate planes, and T understand 
that the business planes in organizations include more airplanes in 
that sector and operate more mileage than the scheduled airlines do. 

Mr. Parker. That is correct. 

Senator Monroney. Sometimes in our awe of the “Seven League 
Soots” of the major airlines we tend to think of the aviation industry 
only in terms of those operations, when basically there are a great 
many more planes and more people concerned with the individually 
owned planes or the corporate owned planes. 

Mr. Parker. That is right. 

Senator Monroney. All sales of aircraft, practically, excepting for 
the major airlines, are handled through your organization members, 
are they not ¢ 

Mr. Parker. That isright. Yousee, I call it the fundamental group 
around which so much of the rest of the industry revolves. 

Senator Monronry. Have you ever had a tabulation of the value 
of the assets of your organization ? 

Mr. Parker. Only a partial one that was run 2 years ago in connec- 
tion with an airport operator’s lease survey ‘problem, and it was not 
complete. I am unable to give you that figure out of thin air at this 
time, unfortunately. 

Senator Monroney. The air taxi service is developing into a major 
operation, is it not? 

Mr. Parker. Yes, indeed. In fact, we were responsible for develop- 
ing the so-called National Air Taxi Conference that has been designed 
to particularly work with the scheduled air carriers, the members of 
which have been accepted by the scheduled air carriers to fill out the 
transportation pattern and give air transportation all of the way 
by air. in other words, stepping out at an airline terminal, moving 
into an air taxi and going up to Fredericksburg, for example, which 
is not served by an airline. It is that type of service. 

Senator Monroney. Are there not also many airports who would 
otherwise have no maintenance or service for itinerant planes or even 
for locally owned planes were it not for the fixed base operators who 
serve somewhat in a dual capacity on perhaps half of the operational 
airports of the country ? 
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Mr. Parker. That is right. You see some of these people do all of 
the services to which I refer. If they are an airplane sales agency, 
usually they have a shop facility, maintenance and repair facility. 
Some of them conduct, in addition, all of the flying service. Some do, 
for example, only aerial application during the season, that is, dust- 
ing, spraying, seeding, weeding, defoliation, forestry work and grass- 
hopper control. 

Senator Monroney. I mean a lot of small communities that have 
lighted airports do not have fulltime airport managers. Therefore, 
the fixed-base operator or one of his employees usually as a part of a 
deal works with the city owning the airort and gives that service to 
aviation. 

Mr. Parker. That is right, Senator. You have a very good grasp 
on our situation, may I say. 

Senator Monronry. I have come into an awfully lot of small air- 
ports, may I say, and I have always found them very cooperative in 
communities where the Government finds them too small to take an 
interest in and these fixed-base operators are keeping the aviation in- 
dustry alive outside of the metropolitan centers. 

Mr. Parker. Might I add a little statement here. One of the very 
valuable services provided by the fixed-base operators in the aviation 
idustry is the matter of actual airports themselves. As you know, 
many of the airports in use today are privately owned, commercially 
operated ventures and are part of a State airway system. The State 
of Maine, for example, thought enough of them to write into their law 
tax relief for the runway areas of such privately owned fields that 
opened their fields to all who might choose to use it, without charge, 
realizing and emphasizing its importance. 

Senator Monroney. It is very helpful, particularly in areas around 
large centers, where a private plane certainly would endanger the 
congested use of our airway facilities by heavy aircraft, both military 
and commercial, to have these investments in these operations because 
the traffic patern, bad as it is today, would become immeasurably worse 
if it were not for the satellite or smaller private fields being main- 
tained. 

Mr. Parker. Indeed. A very excellent point. 

Senator Monroney. In your testimony strongly supporting the sep- 
aration of CAA as a satellite of the Department of Commerce, you 
pointed out the Presidential study that is being made and use that as 
an analysis or at least a recognition for the moment of the importance 
of civil aviation in the national picture and the necessity of the Ad- 
ministration itself to go to a high level Presidential appointee such 
as General Curtis is to give the momentum to necessary improvements 
that must be made if we are to keep pace with the growing responsi- 
bility for air traffic direction and facilities. I wish you would elab- 
orate on that a little bit. This was developed rather hastily and I 
think rather wisely on the part of the President, to recognize the 
(leterioration that had taken place and the inability of the CAA as a 
satellite agency of Commerce to have the stature necessary to meet 
these needs, and apparently the White House recognized that it had 
to have someone that could command the respect of the Nation and 
have independent status to even make this study and to recommend for 
all users of aviation a modern airway system. I wonder if you would 
elaborate on that a little bit. 
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Mr. Parker. Yes, Senator. 

As I pointed out in the testimony, the confusion has been and still 
is very great over the whole air space matter and use of the air and the 
relations between military, civil and the Federal Government. The 
complications arising between the military taking a position and going 
off on their tangent, the CAA being charged to aid and abet and de- 
velop civil aviation and industry attacking CAA in some areas and 
perhaps even in their own thoughts in other areas, the thing was hor- 
ribly complicated and is, an dit actually took something like this to cut 
through these various interests and virtually— let me put it pointedly 
—knock their head together. 

As I pointed out, Mr. Lee could not tell the military what to do, but 
Iam confident the military had not told Mr. Lee a lot of its intentions 
and plans in the need and use of air space, and I believe he was labor- 
ing in the dark in some of those areas. I know the military attitude 
has been very difficult on this joint use of airports and reclamation of 
airports because I have sat as an industry Advisory Committee mem- 
ber of the Airports Use Panel and there has been some terrific pulling 
and hauling and tugging in that group. They are beginning, how- 
ever, to be more reasonable, but when you get to an impasse between 
the military, answering to the Secretary of Defense, and either an 
independent agency or the Commerce Department, who can clarify it 
but the President. : 

Senator Monroney. Furthermore if you have the military, through 
the Department of Defense or through the Air Force, conferring at the 
top level, the Cabinet level, you are probably talking to someone whose 
interests, primarily, are not aviation, whose diffusion of duties and 
responsibilities extends over a dozen or two dozen other agencies and 
you can’t possibly zero in with a man unfamiliar with all the technical 
aspects of air space control, development and sharing, whereas you 
could get an efficient or effective representation by Civil Aeronautics 
at the top level, even though it is called a Cabinet post; is that cor- 
rect 4 

Mr. Parker. Yes. I feel that way. 

Again I would like to emphasize the remark I made here, that this 
establishing of the extension of the President’s right arm, in the form 
of Mr. Curtis in his office, may be an indication of what is going to have 
to come in the future for all air. In other words, it might have to be 
raised toa mightly high status because of its terrific effect and implica- 
tions on our whole scene. 

Senator Monroney. I agree with you. I think we have seen last 
year where the Air Force and Naval Air arm were given well over 
$100 million in the development of TACAN, where the matter hasn't 
sufliciently been coordinated with the civil air control, with its facili- 
ties or with what it would do to civil aviation, not only domestic, but 
around the world, and until the thing was almost ready to burst on us 
there was very little opportunity for the Administrator of CAA to 
even be heard. He was under wraps as to policy and was unfamiliar 
with the technical advantages or disadvantages of a change-over. 

Mr. Parker. That is right, although I will give Fred Lee credit for 
having stood his ground on behalf of industry and Government. 

Senator Monroney. There were indications, however, that having 
stood his ground, this displeased people who were his superiors in the 
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Commerce Department. Early in the discharge of Mr. Lee, the news 
stories at least reflected that Commerce officials felt that because he 
did not accept without question the TACAN development that that 
was one of the reasons that he was fired. I don’t know what author- 
ity they had, but certainly they indicated rather strongly that the con- 
(lict with the military over rushing into TACAN before it was proven 
or before it was even available for ; general use was very displeasing to 
his superiors in the Commerce Department, who probably knew very 
little about TACAN and its advantages or disadvantages. 

Mr. Parker. I felt that same way : ‘at the time, per sonally. 

Senator Monronry. And weren’t your eanedeen very much dis- 
turbed ¢ 

Mr. Parker. Yes, they were. In fact, we took quite a position in 
backing CAA and the VORDME side of the argument against 
TACAN. 

Senator Monronéy. And there was such great fear expressed by 
private sportsmen pilots, the corporation plane owners and the smaller 
element of the aviation industry that it led this committee, on a bill 
by Senator Bridges of New Hampshire, to set up a joint congressional 

-pecial committee to study thoroughly this new system. 

Do you remember the activities ‘of many members of our group who 

felt it necessary to mobilize that branch of the industry and to ask 
= some relief in a proper study of this, which appar ently could not 
be developed with a ¢ aptive C AA agency working under policy wraps 
of the Department of Commerce ? 

Mr. Parker. I will go along with you, sir. 

Senator Monroney. So here, again, is a matter involving the entire 
scope of navigation instruments in every plane carrying any number 
of instruments, which would make them all obsolete, would make obso- 

te practically all of the DME equipment, both in the United States 
aa abroad. The estimate of change-over runs as high as $1 billion. 
But the CAA still would have had to and still does have to, under 
present organization, take its policy from the Department of Com- 
merce and officials who are not connected with the active work of 
aeronautics. 

Mr. Parker. Yes, sir. That is why I brought out here that I feel 
or we feel that aviation is such that it must have people connected 
with it who can fully appreciate its possibilities and potentialities 
and its operations. I have often seen self-appointed experts in varl- 
ous fields here in the industry speak for the industry and fail miserably 
because they did not have the proper gr asp on this thing and I think 
that we need fresh thinking and we need airminded thinking in ev ery 
way possible in the agencies concerned with civil aviation and a mini- 
mum of control by people who are not in the aviation group. 

Senator Monroney. I do not wish to monopolize this, but I would 
like to go ahead on this. 

Senator Porrer. Mr. Chairman, could I make a comment at this 
point ? 

Senator Monroney. Surely. I will yield to you. 

Senator Porrer. We have a real problem in Michigan along the line 
that you were just discussing, where I think the military consider: a- 
tions were the all important considerations. They are moving, or the 
plan is to move military jets in on Willow Run Airport, which is a 
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major airport in Detroit, and they plan to move the airlines 15 miles 
distance, to Wayne Major, which is not completely shut, but the ques- 
tion, of course, is the use of airspace. You are using the same airspace, 
and the people in the aviation industry are oreatly concerned over: 
1, moving the Willow Run, which is now used primarily as a commer- 
cial airfield, moving those planes off, and putting the airlines and pri 
vate planes over into the Wayne Major field, where they will be using 
the same airspace. 

Now Iam convinced that the main factor in making that determina 
tion was a military factor, rather than a general aviation safety factor. 
Now whether Senator Monroney’s idea of having an independe: 
gency Vv ould give the CAA enough strength to force this position l. 
I don’t know, but 1] do recognize, and this is a very cone rete example, 
What can hap ypen unless the CAA is given the strength to be more 

force ful in these situations. 

Mr RKER. That is a ve I"\ interesting ob servation. 

Senator Monroney. | hag iate very much what you said . page 
L of your prepared statement, Mr. Parker. Notice th: at. Mr. Parker 
said: 

Witness the terrific impact of air upon our travel and communications, social 
and economie orders, now and ahead, plus, of course, its role in national defense. 
In view of this, it is possible that the creation of the Special Assistant to the 
President on the airspace study may be an indication of the status and level to 
which aviation in all its facets must one day be raised. 

Now in introducing this bill, that was exactly what we had in mind, 
that when you have to clear upward through three or four levels of 
bureaucracy whose sole connection with tr insporti ition agence ies mi LV 
- steamships and liquidation of barge lines and the deve lopment of 
a national highway system, there is little interrelated activities that 
a | make the man in the supervising level who insists on forming 
policy aware of the manifold and growing problems of civil aviation. 

Senator Porrer. With the growing of the jet age, it becomes all the 
more important. 

Senator Monronery. Indeed it does, because we are going into almost 
a revolution in civil aeronautics when the jet age bursts upon us in an- 
other year or 2 years eg civilian aircraft, plus theis making new execu- 
tive planes—Cessna, I think, makes an executive aircraft similar to 
this jet fighter—and you will get the speeding up of all this aircraft, 
so it not. only becomes a oreatly enlarged problem with the military 
using the airspace, but you will have two types of aircraft, the prop 
driven and slower craft and the jets coming into the civilian field and 
you can no longer afford the luxury of the man as head of the CAA 
having to educate, you might say, or enlist as his policy supporters the 
men who will deal and bargain and arrange with the military the 
formation of policy for civil aeronautics. I think it is self-defeating. 

Senator Porrer. Who makes up the airspace panel ? 

Senator Monronry. That is composed largely of the Air Coordi- 

nating Committee, isn’t it ? > 

Mr. Parker. That isright. There is an airspace panel in the ACC. 

Senator Porrrr. Is that within the ACC? 

Mr. Parker. That is right, and ACC, of course, is a cross section of 
all Federal and military activities relating to aviation and there are 
people from each branch of the service and ‘the various divisions of the 
Federal Government on the full committee. 
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Senator Porrer. Does the military dominate the airspace panel ? 
Mr. Parker. I have only begun to sit in as an industry—sort of : 
advisory committee member on that panel, and I cannot tell you os 
much about what has gone to date, but I believe there has been some 
pretty substantial well, I hate to say the word—wrangling, but I 

would not be at all surprised but that is what it has been. 

In the airport use panel I do know that the military has atte mpt ed 
to dominate, and then they say to industry, why you can come in and 
be an advisory group. A about a year and a half ago “<a Civil Air 
port Industry Association, which was on the Airport Use Advisory 
Committee, all voted to withdraw because we were princiy rae being 
made fools of and oa begged us not to and said that he had to have 
our support in back of him. I may say in his appointment to that 

irport use panel, ~ Sid. a valiant jo m 

As I said earlier, the military appears to be adopting a little bette 
ittitude, and after all there may be some value in eivil ay jation. 

Senator Monroney. Isn’t this a fact? I think this is the compos 
tion, largely of the committee. You have three seats on the air coor 
linating committee for the armed services. You have the Air Force: 
vou have the Navy: and you have the Army. 

Mr. Parker. That is correct. 

Senator Monronry. And then you have the Secretary of State. 

Mr. Parker. The Department of Defense, I think, | 

ve there, too. 

Senator Monroney. I am not sure about that, but when you gel 
lown to representing Civil Aeronautics, you have Mr. Roshsechild. 

Mr. Parker. One person. 

Senator Monronry. A man unfamiliar with or unacquainted with 
the technical side of civil aeronautics and unabel to deal, from ‘the 
standpoint of his past experience and knowledge, with these highly 
competent and highly technical men who represent the armed services, 
the military, on the very committee that divides it up. You cut civil 

in av it ition stature down to the size of a midget. 

Senator Payne. I think it boils down pretty nearly to this: We go 
back a few years ago and the Air Force as such, the air defense in this 
country, was, of course, a most important arm, but was not considered 
at that time as being the prime arm for combat effectiveness, either for 
defense or offense. It was recognized as to its strength, but it wasn’t 
the top level part of the Defense Establishment. The attention wasn’t 
focused on it that is being focused on it today, and that is pretty well 
borne out by what hap pened pre-Korea, in which the cuts were pretty 
ri astic and pretty severe in connection with appropriations for the 

\ir Force, a branch of our service, and you know very well, I am sure, 
that when the day came we had to go to the National Guard wnits 
throughout the coutnry and strip them of what they had for jet fight 
ers in order to be able to send enough stuff over to Korea. 

Now since that time there has been a tremendous amount of focus 
placed upon the Air arm of our forces, and with the greater develop 
ment of the jet and all of the factors that go with it, the predominance 
has been on what is the requirement of the military in the airspace. 
in the use of airspace facilities and everything else to be able to accom 
plish its mission. 

Senator Porrer. I think they have been very capricious in the way 
they have used that authority. 


nas a representa 
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Senator Payne. Right. Now the situation is that the thing has 
outweighed itself. I don’t say outweighed itself in its require- 
ments, needs or effectiveness, but it has outweighed the requirements 
of civil aviation to have an equal status because too often people for- 
get that were it not for civil aviation, the civil aviation end of this 
business, at the time of any conflict we never would have been able 
to accomplish many of the things that we were able to accomplish in 
ferrying ships from here to where they were needed, in getting sup- 
plies, and calling upon the major transport companies of this coun- 
try, upon the small field operators, upon many of these small strips 
that we had for emergency landing bases, which had to be maintained 
on a ready basis, so that what has happened, and this is just my 
opinion, is that great stress and great emphasis has been upon what 
does the military require, and I think the military has, and I am an 
Air Force man, very definitely gone a little far afield in not giving 
proper and due recognition to the requirements of the civil aviation. 

I don’t care whether you put this into an independent agency or 
whether you leave it where it is, you are going to get the same force 
and effect in the long run, unless something else t: akes place, and that, 
to me, is what this country is going to be faced with in a short time, 
and that is giving air, as such, both military and civilian, Cabinet 
status. Whether you call it an air minister or air secretary, he will 
definitely be there at the policy level and can whack the heads together 
of the Department of Defense, who represents the Air Force at 

Cabinet level, and any other agency of the Government that comes in 
conflict with it, because then and only then are you going to be able 
to work this thing out. 

I think that the thing is developing so fast, this jet situation and 
the use of the airspace, that any setup that is arranged, and I am look- 
ing a little bit in the future, I will admit—it may be 1 year away, 2 
vears away, 5 years away—you are going to have to have an agency 
that will not be civil aviation, as suc h, and I am talking now of the 
control of airways and all of the planning and development that takes 
place, but you will have to have a group that represents both arms of 
the military and the civilian group who can work in complete harmony 
and under definite jurisdiction to coordinate and patent their de- 
cisions related to what is good for the industry as a whole. 

You will have no military if you don’t get the civilian situation 
properly taken care of and one definitely not outweighing the other 
so far that they are not able to get their voice heard, and they won’t be 
able to get their voices heard, in my opinion, in an independent agency 
either. It is going to have to be, eventually, at a top level Cabinet 
status, in which the needs of the Armed Forces and the needs of the 
civilian aviation are given the due recognition and proper coordina- 
tion. I am convinced that a fellow like Ted Curtis, who is military, 
ves, in the sense that he has had a tremendous amount of experience 
in that field; he is civilian, yes, because he has a great knowledge of 
civil aviation, may be able to come up with the answer that will give 
some direction to the Congress that they can go ahead and correct 
this situation. I think it has to be corrected very quickly. 

Senator Monroney. I certainly agree with my distinguished col- 
league that we are fast approaching a time when even the } proper rep- 
resentation of civilian aviation with some close teamwork with the 
military is going to be required. 
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You go through Lockheed, as I did a few months ago, and you see 
three production lines moving down there. All the planes in the 
eeneral configuration of, we will say, super G’s, are on one line, and he 
will say, “What is that plane?” 

“Well, that is a plane we are making for Navy transportation.” 

“The next line, what is that?” 

“That is one we are developing for MATS, and over there, that is 
one we are developing for overseas commercial lines.” 

There are three planes almost of the same configuration, but be- 
cause of ideas that differ to some degree, you have to run three produc- 
tion lines to get the same transport ship that could be taken off and 
slightly modified for whatever special galley equipment or seating 
arrangement is needed after the plane drops ‘off the production line. 
But when you have them separated, you are piling up abnormally high 
costs. 

Senator Payne. Each is going their own way and the day is coming 
when they have to stop even going their own way and all go the same 
direction and coordinate their activities. 

Mr. Parker. Might I just inject a little statement here. Our presi- 
dent, Mr. Samuel Freeman, from New Jersey, is in the room here 
and only last night he made a strong statement to me and pointed out 
his very great concern over the fact that there : are basically 3 research 
and development activities going on in 3 different branches of the 
service on 3 different tangents, and he said that we could put our- 
selves, if this continues, in a very unstrategic position and predica- 
ment, and it might cost us very greatly. 

[fe also pointed out his belief, and he also has military experience, 
as well, that there was a greatly needed coordinated and uniform re- 
search and development effort for all of the services in view of the 
highly technical scientific field of work. 

Senator Payne. We all know the military is tactical and they are 
thinking of the tactical approach all of the time, and they don’t give 
regard, and it is only natural—they talk that stuff and they live it 
and work with it all of the time—to the other problem whic h is non- 
tactical use of the plane in the transport service. 

Senator Porrer. There has also developed a psychology on the part 
of the military that knowing it is difficult for civilian activities to be 
judged properly when they say, “Well, this is a military considera- 
tion.” and automatically your civil consideration is under a great 
handicap when no one wants to impair our national defense. So they 
say, “This is a military consideration and therefore it is necessary for 
our national defense.” The fact that it is coming from the military 
puts the civil function in a subordinate position. 

Mr. Parker. Could I inject one thing? This is a very sore point 
with us. The military today is paying dearly for its lack of fore- 
thought and foresight in development and planning on the entire 
manpower proposition. We are the people who have trained the pilots 
of the country. They have come out of our schools, our training 
schools, and have made the vast contribution that you pointed out and 
implied was done in World War II. 

Senator Payne. We never would have had the pilots. Very frankly 
we never would have had the pilots, and I know because I was with 
the training command when they instituted the program that flew 
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the military ships of this country in quantity, and we would not have 
yee n able to man them if it had not been for the civilian schools that 

gave up their locations in many areas and moved into any spots 
<i they were desired to undertake the proper training of the 
men, particularly in the primary training, and then, in many instances, 
in the basic as well. 

Mr. Parker. We developed certain legislation that Representative 
Hinshaw introduced back in 1952 in one hearing in the House Inter- 
state and Foreign Commerce Committee on a whole vast airman train- 
ing proposal. Perhaps it wasn’t perfect and could have been worked 
out ina much better form, but, gentlemen, the Air Force themselves 
gave that legislation the complete kiss of death at that time, and when 
I approached the directorate of training of the Air Force before 
Korea, when we were uneasy with the rumblings and developments and 
this manpower thing could become serious, and I asked what did they 
contemplate might be dovetailed in on another future deal if there 
was difliculty and an emergency, and the general sat there and in a 
high and haughty fashion told me that outside of 8 or 9 schools that 
we practically already have in mind, we will never again need the civ il- 
ian facilities. “Why,” he said, “we train our own men our own way,” 
und then when Korea broke, gentlemen, the Air Force was the first to 
go out and call on 13 aircraft and engine mechanics schools in des- 
peration, to meet their requirements that they could not meet. 

And if you recall, gentlemen, General McNaughton was displaced 
for his failure and General Dissaway, his successor, who came in 
and put the kiss of death on this legislation, was also displaced be- 
cause they couldn't have a man continue on and express that type of 
attitude and have the eventual development that took place from 
their line of thinking or that their line of thinking was identified 
with. 

Now we are ona problem today with this manpower thing, on pilots 
and mechanics. The problem isn’t only in the military ; it is the whole 
lack of youth interest and motivation the Civil Air Patrol, which is 
a fish and fowl at the same time. It could be firmed up and given a 
blessing and became a vast source of manpower if they would but 
get these kids. And here is the core of the whole thing: When you 
talk about air-age education and Civil Air Patrol, get the kids out 
to an airport and into an airplane and let him get his hands on the 
thing. That is the core of the thing—the vehicle—and in the air we 
can arouse at the grassroots some kind of a real plan, some real interest 
among youth in this country. 

That situation is sad, gentlemen, believe me. 

Senator Moyronery. To further bulwark the statement of the dis 
tinguished Senator from Maine as to the failure to recognize—I mean 
as to the importance of this, and I think as we face the future we are 
going to continue to have a lack of appreciation in high points, and it 
is not good to have Cabinet representation if that doesn’t represent 
civil aviation. 

If you are going to have the situation you describe on page 7, where 
Under Secretary of Commerce Murray, who, in every act during his 
incumbency was hostile to the development of aviation in almost every 
respect—— 

Senator Payne. I am not talking about that level, Senator; I am 
talking about a level higher than that level. I am not talking about 
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an independent agency either. I am talking about an aviation setup 
in this country that in my opinion is yet to come, and I may never 
live to see it—I don’t know—but you certainly will work for it to 
come, where they will be at just an equal level with the Secretary of 
Commerce, with the Secretary of Defense, with the Secretary of In- 
terior, and every other major activity of this country so that it will 
fight their battles in the interest of both civil aviation and of military 
aviation and be able to do the job. I think you have to have coordina- 
tion between the two and a working setup where both come into the 
picture definitely in the administration of this thing, so that they 

will be able to work the thing out. 

Senator Monroney. I agree with the Senator in the long range 
objective. I doubt, as a practical matter, if this committee is in a 
position to recommend to the Congress the creation, at this point, 
of a Cabinet post for Air which would do the very thing that you say. 
| wish it were possible because I feel that then many of the things 

ich as the operation of a worldwide system of MATS, without rela- 
Goudie to the availabilities of civil aircraft on lease or something to 
pick up a part, at least, of the great load and to save the Government 
a great deal of money while these lease payments amortize the cost 
of the plane and pay the interest and still have trained civilian crews 
ready to fly anyplace in the world in 6 hours would make it possible 
for us to have a worldwide airlift available on 6 hours’ notice and no 
eventual cost to the Federal Government whatsoever. I mean the 
planes would pay for themselves and the Government would receive 
interest on the payments if more attention were being devoted to it. 
But I mean it gets back to tying the military needs which can be filed 
with civilian up to some ov erall plan and program administrator or 
be supervised by someone in authority to get it done. 

Senator Payne. What I am getting at——I don’t know whether you 
see my point, but I think you do. a don’t care whether CA A, as 
such, remains in the Department of Commerce or whether it is estab- 
lished as an independent agency so long as there is an opportunity 
of complete and full ¢ soordina ation between Civil Aeronautic s, wherever 
it is located, and the military in a status where somebody has juris- 
diction over the two. You never are going to be able to work this 
thing out because the military is still going to be in a position where 
they are going to say, “Well, this is the thing. r 

You know very well when you go before an audience, as Senator 
Potter just pointed out here a minute ago, when you bring up a matter 
of national defense everybody throws up their hands and says, “Well, 
this is it. Well, I am for it and we are all for it.” It is just like the 
fellow that goes before an audience and when he closes his speech 
he pulls out an American flag from his pocket and waves it before the 
audience and he gets a tremendous burst of applause. They just 
can’t resist it, and the guy that doesn’t have the flag, he just sits there 
and they are all sitting on their hands and that is about the same 
thing, the same situation we have here between Civil Aeronautics and 
the military, and somewhere they have to get together and be brought 
together. 

Senator Porrer. It would seem to me that the intermediate step to 
that, if they could get a better balance on your air use, on your 
airport panel, between the military and the civilian, they would be in 
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a much better position. As it is today, not only does the military out- 
weigh the civilian activity in prestige, but they outweigh them in 
number and at. least we could balance off the numbers, it would seem 
to me, with little difficulty. I know I am not an expert, certainly, 
in this field and I have not heard the testimony that Senator Payne 
and Senator Monroney have heard, but I know there is one particular 
problem which has caused a great deal of concern to the people in 
Michigan now is the use of that vast concentration of military and 
civil aircraft in that one area in Michigan, and, of course, it is a 
thing that is going to increase. If that should take place, one of 
these years there is going to be a collision up there and somebody is 
going to be held accountable for it. 

Mr. Parker. Might I just say, lest we listen too much to some of the 
agencies and associations that have spoken in the past on the air- 
space matter, there has been talk, and you probably have heard it, 
that I consider a little bit irresponsible in some ways—everything 
must be under control, everything under control. Of course, if you 
talk a thing like that long enough maybe you will sell a bill of goods 
somewhere where it will count, 

We, of course, do not believe everything must be under control, and 
we have taken the position that a lower strata of air, almost irrespec- 
tive of what happens, can and could be kept clear for gencral itinerant 
operations of the fellow beginning and picking up experience and 
going on the short hauls without the vast requirements of radar and 
proximity indicators and that sort of thing. 

There is still, gentlemen, a lot of room in the air. It is three- 
dimensional if it can be planned out properly and used efficiently. 

Senator Moronry. It seems that a lot of our air use, though, if you 
remember the charts and maps that were shown when we were discuss- 
ing the second Washington airport, showing the blocks have been 
taken out of the Washington-New York leg for military use to where 
in extremely bad instrument weather we are channeling the greatest 
volume of traffic anywhere in the world down a very narrow corridor 
and there is no way to expand it. You can’t even let them go out to 
sea in bad weather conditions in order to divide your aircraft traffic. 

Mr. Parker. It seems a little coordination where the military planes 
were not flying at that particular moment to relieve that air space on 
those occasions could certainly be developed with an effective Air Co- 
ordinating Committee that is properly representative of civil aviation 
in all its branches as well as the military, and it would seem to me that 
this is not a mistake of this administration in putting the Under 
Secretary of Commerce in the seat of the Air Coordinating Committee. 
I think it was done in the last administration. 

Senator Payne. I don’t think it makes any difference when these 
things happened or how they happened or who it happened under. 
I think the nd result all of us are interested in, and I know you are 
along with us, we are interested in coming up with something here 
where we can get this tangle straightened out and where we can start 
to sail on a basis that will bring the results we need. 

Now, the medium to me is all right, how we go about it, but it has 
got to be more than just the medium. It has got to be a lot of things 
going into it that are going to bring about this coordination, and that 
is the thing I am more interested in than anything else. 
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Senator Porrer. Unlike anything else, the aviation industry has 
grown with great rapidity, and consequently it has more or less grown 
as topsy. I think now it calls for a major policy looking towards the 
future because the future in aviation is rapidly going hungry. 

Senator Payne. If waterborne shipping had grown in the same 
proportion, figuring water as air space, you would have had the same 
situation there. You would have the military objective—let’s just 
assume that is where we grew and what developed and we put the same 
emphasis behind it, that is where you would be having difficulty now 
between your so- -called merchant fleet and your military. There is 
only so much room, and they have got to coordinate their activities 
in order to make the greatest use of them. 

Mr. Parker. May I inject a little statement, Senator. Referring to 
your statement, sir, that is why I made mention here that what may 
lave gone on and been suitable for 1940 or even 19388 in no wise may 
be suitable today. This whole thing has become so vastly different. 

Senator Payne. 5 years from now it will be vastly different from 
what it is today, too. 

Mr. Parker. Then, gentlemen, just as a matter of passing interest, 
think of Mr. Heller, the well- know n helicopter head, who stated here 
at a Washington luncheon a few months ago that he firmly believes 
you will see vertical rising transports with speeds at the rate of sound 
in the late 1960’s, We are headed for an entire radical marriage of 
the fixed wing configuration with the vertical rising prince iste, and 
that marriage is coming. 

Senator Pay NE. And the house had better be in order so the occu- 
pants can move in. 

Senator Monronry. No good to have a streamlined train unless you 
have got the track to run on. You have got to build the track the 
same as the train. 

Mr. Parker. I think the industry and the Congress and you people 
are faced with one of the biggest challenges in thinking that we have 
been faced with in many a day on any subject as to how the thing is 
going to be worked out in the future. 

Senator Monroney. Of course, the Congress is faced with one of 

he principal responsibilities. We have the power of the purse, but 
we find ourselves in great difficulty in assessing the true meaning of 
the needs of civil aviation and the demands and the backlog of work 
that needs to be done in modernization, while no one in the Depart- 
ment of Commerce, save two civil service budget officers, pay any 
attention to what the needs of the Civil Aeronautics Administration 
says exist, and after their decision, if the Secretary of Commerce or 
the Under Secretary in Charge of Transportation do not become aware 
of those needs and recommend them into the budget of the President 
and then fight for the adequate division of the funds for aviation, we 
are just crippled from the start. You can’t have facilities unless you 
first have the money. It. is 5 years from the time you place radar 
equipment orders and the time you get delivery. So we pay dearly 
for the time lag in lack of awareness in top places on budgetary 
matters, 

You would think, would you not, that of prime necessity would be 
the right of Civil Aeronautics to present its budget not as a general 
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part of another agency entirely unrelated in most degrees to aviation 
needs ¢ 

Mr. Parker. I feel that is right. They should come up there with 
their own clean bill and be prepared to fight it through and support 
it in fact and then answer, as I said here, to the Congress and the 
public. 

Senator Monroney. They should be able to go directly to the Presi- 
dent’s Bureau of the Budget instead of having your appropriations 
cut and then be placed under wraps as to announc ing publicly avia- 
tion needs after the decision of the Commerce Department i is made. 

Senator Payne. Let’s also carry it a little further. The Congress 
itself hasn’t faced up to the situation either. Congress has done a 
pretty good job of carrying the figures even after they have gotten up 
here. 

Senator Monroney. That is true to some degree. 

Senator Payne. It is true to quite a degree. 

Senator Monroney. The big cuts, as the figures will show, and the 
Senator is familiar with them, have been made before the budget ever 
went to the President or the Bureau of the Budget, and then when 
they were made, the Civil Aeronautics Administrator, whose duty it 
is to operate his department, was placed under security wraps against 
announcing publicly or making contacts with the Congress as to the 
degree of reduction or the effect the failure to increase the appro- 
priations will have. 

Senator Payne. I say the record will speak for itself that regard- 
less of where the cuts have occurred—and I haven’t liked to see some 
of them occur—Congress has got to take its share of responsibility 
because the record shows conclusively that very subtantial cuts were 
made in the Congress itself in connection with civil aviation. 

Senator Monroney. But you are as familiar as I am with the fact 
that if you don’t have the recommendation or the budget request, that 
you are not going to be very successful in getting Congress to increase 
the funds asked for for that department. 

Senator Payne. I again say the emphasis has been upon the mili- 
tary and with no pa regard for the civil side of the picture all of 
the way through, Congress ‘included. 

Senator Monroney. Is there any further question? If not, we 
want to thank you. 

Do you have any further statement ? 

Mr. Parker. No, sir, except I greatly appreciate the opportunity 
to come down here and be given as much consideration and time as 
you have given me, sir. 

Senator Monroney. We are grateful to you for taking the time to 
come. 

We hope to have Mr. Sayen, who is unable to be here, and his assist- 
ant also, and we will try to hear him some time next week. 

We do appreciate your interest and the work that your organization 
is doing to protect the private side and the corporate side of non- 
scheduled flying. 

Mr. Parker. “My battle on this thing is not new, Senator. It started 


in 1928. 
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Senator Payne. May I just ask you one question? What is the 
one State you don’t have? 

Mr. Parker. I believe it is Idaho. We have no members in the 
State of Idaho. 

Senator Payne. I was just curious. 

Senator Monronry. The committee will stand in recess subject to 
the call of the chairman. 

(Whereupon, at 11:30 a. m., the committee recessed to reconvene at 
the call of the chairman.) 
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MONDAY, MAY 28, 1956 
Untrep Srates SENATE, 
CoMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND ForEIGN CoMMERCE, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON AVIATION, 
Washington, D.C. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to c all, at 10:05 a. m., in room 
G-16, the Capitol, W ashington, D. C., Senator A. S. Mike Monroney, 
chairman of the subcommittee, presiding 

Present: Senator Monroney (presiding). 

Senator Monronry. The Subcommittee on Aviation of the Inter- 
state and Foreign Commerce Committee will reconvene. 

The subject matter before the committee is the study and investiga- 
tion on the firing of Frederick B. Lee as director of the Civil Aeronau- 
tics Administration. And on S. 2818, the bill to separate the Civil 
Sih ronautics Administration from the Department of Commerce and 
give it the status of an independent agency. 

Due the the early convening of Congress today, many of our mem- 
bers cannot be present. We feel since these hearings were announced 
and our witnesses have traveled a long way to be here, we had better 
eo ahead and take their testimony at this time. The first witness is 
Mr. Sayen, the head of the Air Line Pilots Association. 

We will be glad to have you come forward, Mr. Sayen. 

Would you state your name for the record, please ? 


TESTIMONY OF CLARENCE N. SAYEN, PRESIDENT OF THE AIR 
LINE PILOTS ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Sayen. Clarence N. Sayen. 

Senator Monroney. You have no objection to being sworn? 

All of the witnesses are being sworn. 

Do you solemnly swear that ‘the testimony you are about to give in 
this case will be the truth, the whole truth and nothing but the tr uth, 
so help you God? 

Mr. Sayen. I do. 

Senator Monroney. I believe you have a statement that you per- 
haps would like to read. We are sorry that you were unable to be 
here last week, when we had more of the committee here. We were 
in conflict with the Senate meeting. But the record will be available 
to all of the members of the subcommittee and I am sure they will give 

careful attention to your statement. 

Mr. Sayen. Thank you. I am very happy to be here and have an 
opportunity to testify on this legis lation which we consider ver y im- 
portant legislation. 
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We have a statement which I would like to present most of. 

Senator Monroney. All right. You can omit some parts if you care 
to, as you go over it. 

Mr. Sayven. Thank you. I think that the committee has been fur- 
nished with copies of the statement. 

My name is Clarence N. Sayen. I am president of the Air Line 
Pilots Association, International. We are very appreciative of the 
op portunity to appear before you today in support of Senate bill 2818, 
legislation which would restore the Civil Aeronautics Administration 
to its proper place as an independent agency. 

The Air Line Pilots Association is an association of the professional 
airline a of the scheduled United States air carriers. At present, 
it has a membership of over 12,000 active and inactive members em- 
ploved by LL certificated airlines. It is their bargaining agent under 
the Railway Labor Act, maintains an extensive air safety organization 
in 126 councils scattered throughout the United States and a number 
of foreign countries, and is spokesman for the airline pilot in his 
relationship with municipal, State, Federal and international organi- 
zations. 

By way of personal background, I hold B. A. and M. A. degrees 
in geography and economics. I have been a teacher and an airline 
pilot. Some current activities include the presidency of the Inter- 
national Federation of Air Line Pilots Associations, which is a federa- 
tion of the pilot-representing organizations of some 22 countries; 
membership on the committee on oper: ating problems of the National 
Advisory Committee for Aeronautics; executive committee of the 
National Air Transport Coordinating Committee; war air service 
pattern committee of the Defense Air Transportation Administration; 
National Aviation Noise Reduction Committee; Prototype Aircraft 
Advisory Committee: executive committee of the Radio Technical 
Commission for Aeronautics, and the Chicago Aero Commission. 

We have » personal interest in this legislation. The airline pilot 

is an ultimate user or consumer of the products for which the Civil 
Aeronautics Administration is responsible. In the final analysis, the 
safety of a flight is the responsibility of the pilot and it is impossible 
for him to delegate such responsibility to anyone. Consequently, the 
regulations and tools by which the pilot discharges this responsibility 
are of vital interest to him. 

Among the functions for which the Civil Aeronautics Administra- 
tion is responsible, which vitally affect the pilot in carrying out his 
everyday responsibilities are: 

The establishment, maintenance, and operation of the airways 
system. 
Communications and navigation facilities over the airways 
system. 

Airport aid. 

4. Safety regulation and enforcement. 

5. Enforcement of standards for the construction and certification 
of aircraft. 

The effective fulfillment of the foregoing responsibilities by the 

Civil Aeronautics Administration is vital not only to civil and com- 
mercial aviation but is also completely indispensable to military 
aviation, national defense, and our modern economy. Unless civil and 
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military aircraft are able to move efficiently and safely from adequate 
airports through the airspace of this country, our economy which has 
geared itself to civil aviation cannot function efficiently and our mili- 
tary establishment which must gear itself to an airspace controlled by 
civil authority cannot fulfill its assigned missions. Des spite this fi ict, 
the Commerce Department has failed so bs idly to recognize these evi- 
dent facts that recent investigating committees have characterized 
the ineffectiveness of our use of airspace as being of national emergency 
proportions and a major national program is now needed to attempt 
to remedy our deficiency. We believe that the establishment of the 
Civil Aeronautics Administration as an independent agency should 
eliminate many of the internal political problems which have existed 
and allow the consiste nt long-range planning necessary for the proper 
development of aviation. 

During the past 10 years, we have had 7 different Administrators 
with an average tenure of oflice of 21 siatatihe. A business organiza- 
tion with an operating budget well over $100 million per year, such 
as the Civil Aeronautics Administration requires, could not tolerate 

‘h a turnover in executive personnel nor do we believe that such a 
turnover rate can be tolerated by an efficient and economic Government 
agency. 

Che Civil Aeronautics Administration employs some 15,000 people. 
Constant turnover in executive personnel with resultant fluctuations 
in policy have been exceedingly detrimental to the moral of these val- 
uable employees. We have felt at times that one of the most serious 
p lems facing CAA was the very low state of employee morale and 

Jack of faith that there will be a consistent, dynamic program so 
onomane to the welfare of aviation to which these employees have 
dedicated their working life. 

it is impossible to do adequate, consistent, long-range planning with 

almost constant turnover in leadership. Yet long-range planning 
ibsolutely vital to the ability of CAA to meet its statutory obliga- 
tion in this dynamic industry. In the last 8 vears, total United States 
flying hours have more than doubled and air carriers have boosted 
their passenger miles from 6 to almost 20 billion. Anticipated growth 
in the next 10-year period is even greater. Such a dynamic industry 
requires a modern, independent Civil Aeronautics Administration 
possessed of competent leadership capable of planning for and fulfill- 
ing its statutory responsibilities. We believe that independence for 
this agency will result in a — stability of leadership, improved 
overall employee morale, and : greater return on the taxpayer’s 
doll: ar. 

We would like to review br iefly the history of this agency. The 
Congress in formulating the Civil Aeronautics Act of 1938, after long 
deliberation and planning, established the Civil Aeronauties Admin- 
istration as an independent agency. It was, however, transferred to 
the Commerce Department under Reorganization P lan No. 4 of 1940. 
This association supported an independent status for the Civil Aero- 
nautics Administration in our testimony on the act itself and opposed 
Reorganization Plan No. 4 with respect to that part which placed the 
Administration under the Department of Commerce. We have con- 
sistently maintained such a policy over the years and are here again 
today, as we have been whenever the opportunity presented itself, to 
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urge the vital necessity for enactment of legislation which would give 
the Administration the necessary independence required to fulfill the 
responsibilities delegated to it under the law. We again urge that 
you give favorable consideration to the proposed legislation for the 
following reasons : 

1. It will allow the people in Government who are primarily 
charged with the responsibility for our civil aviation and possess the 
qualifications and knowledge in this field the necessary freedom to ac- 
complish their assigned tasks. The development of aviation should 
and must be encouraged in every possible manner and the govern- 
mental agencies responsible for its development should not be limited 
nor dominated by persons whose chief interests lie elsewhere. In our 
opinion, the Commerce Department has failed to grasp the full sig- 
nificance of the problems confronting the aviation industry. As a 
result, the needs of aviation have been badly neglected until some of 
the civil and military problems resulting have reached almost national 
emergency proportions. As stated previously, the Civil Aeronautics 
Administration is responsible, among other things, for the develop- 
ment of airports, airways, communications, and air trafiie control. 
The record indicates that we have badly underestimated need and 
failed to cope with problems in these areas. Recognizing that we must 
have efficient performance in all these areas in order to safely and 
effectively move our air transportation, we wish it were possible to 
elaborate on our deficiencies in each of the aforementioned areas, 
However, as an exemple, we would like to discuss briefly the serious 
problem with respect to airports and approach aids. 

Our airports today constitute a serious bottleneck in the movement 
of present air traffic. We need more airports, longer and stronger 
runways, multiple runways, clearer approach zones, improved ap- 
proach and runway aids, and many other technical improvements to 
keep pace with modern aircraft and increasing traflic. The jet air- 
craft, which will very shortly be in service, will aggravate present 
inadequacies. While, we believe, CAA has been aware for some time 
of many of these problems, their efforts have been handicapped by 
the failure of the Commerce Department to establish a program to 
plan for the future or remedy deficiencies. In 1946, the Congress 
established a Federal aid airport program and authorized a 7-year 
expenditure of $500 million with a maximum authorized expenditure 
of $100 million in any 1 year. In 1950, the life of the Act was extended 
from 7 to 12 years. At no time since the initial legislation has the 
Department of Commerce recommended or requested an annual appro- 
priation even approaching the authorized annual maximum. In facet, 
during the year 1954, no request for appropriation was submitted. 
As recent as 1956, the Department of Commerce recommended an 
appropriation of $22 million for the Federal airport program 
although most studies indicated a need for $111 million to match 
available sponsor funds. Asa matter of fact, the Congress recognized 
this problem and passed an airport aid bill which would provide $63 
million annually for airport aid. This legislation was passed in spite 
of the strong protest of the Commerce Department. It would seem to 
us that this action, in itself, demonstrates the importance of estab- 
lishing the CAA as an independent agency. It is an example of the 
fr ustrations experienced by those responsible for the development of 
aviation. 
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2. The functions performed by the Civil Aeronautics Administra- 
tion are vital to the national defense. ‘The Administrator should be 
free and independent to report directly known deficiencies in aviation 
development to the President and the Congress. 

Our military organization is as dependent as civil aviation on the 
efficient functioning of our airport and airways system to accomplish 
their assigned objectives. Any breakdown in the ability of the CAA 
to furnish adequate facilities to the military handicaps their function- 
ing. For the first time in history, this country is faced with large- 
scaled destruction at the outset of a general war. Our ability to 
anticipate such an attack, defend ourselves against it, or handle imme- 
diately pressing problems arising from it is in part dependent upon 
the efficiency of our aviation facilities. 

Despite the increasing urgency of need for an adequate airways 
system to meet critical milits ary requirements and continued expan- 
sion of civil needs, appropriations for CAA, which totaled $178 mil- 
lion in 1951 when CAA-operated control towers reported 17 million 
aircraft movements, were cut to $156 million in 1952, $149 million in 
1953, and $138 million in 1954, and $129 million in 1955, while aircraft 
movements increased by almost 3 million which, combined with tech- 
nological development, greatly compli ated the entire problem, espe- 
cially in congested areas, 

The failure to plan and keep up with national requirements has left 
our present facilities inadequate to handle the volume of air traffic 
flowing over our airways and to meet the requirements of either civil 
or military aviation. Our airspace congestion is now a major national 
problem. The problem is being steadily aggravated with the increas- 
ing traffic and the development of aire raft which fly higher and faster. 
This is a conclusion concer ning which we believe you will not find any 
disagreement among any responsible segment of the aviation industry. 
For that matter, the problem has become so acute that the President 
has appointed a special assistant in an attempt to expedite a solution. 
However, the present crisis might have been avoided had there been 
Su fic ient realization of the problem, advance planning, and had the 
problem been laid before the President and the Congress by people 
sufficiently versed in the needs of the aviation industry ‘of this country. 

The independent agency has functioned efficiently in other areas 
of ‘simils ar importance. The agency with which we are most familiar 
is the National Mediation Board which, as an independent agency, is 
responsible for administering the Railway Labor Act. This inde- 
pendent agency has a long and distinguished record for public service, 
continuity of policy, and effective carrying out of its statutory re- 
sponsibility. Im the transportation field also, the Interstate Com- 
merce Commission and the Civil Aeronautics Board have been estab- 
lished by the Congress as independent agencies. The original intent 
of the Congress was that both the Civil Aeronautics Board and the 
Civil Aeronautics Administration were to be independent agencies 
and we have consistently felt that that status should have been re- 
tained. We believe that it was a mistake to remove the Civil Aero- 
nautics Administration from its independent status and place it under 
the Commerce Department and, in our opinion, the record upholds our 
viewpoint. 

In summation, we believe granting the Civil Aeronautics Adminis- 
tration status as an independent agency would provide more con- 
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sistency in policy and planning, improve the morale of the employees 
concerned, enable the Administrator to fulfill his statutory responsi- 
bility to encourage and foster the development of civil aviation and 
air commerce in the United States, and provide a body which would be 
more outspoken and effective in dealing with the problems and needs 
of aviation, Consequently, we urge that favorable consideration be 
given the legislation here under consideration. 

We appreciate the opportunity afforded the association to present 
its views on this matter and would be very happy to provide any addi- 
tional information at our disposal whic h the committee feels it might 
require in formulating a decision on this very important matter. 

Mr. Sayen. I would like to add 1 or 2 things if I m: ly. 

One of the greatest resources we have in this « ‘ountry is our airspace, 
It has also been characterized as one of the most rapidly vanishing 
resources that we have. 

We have made plans. Congress has made plans throughout the 
years to conserve our vital national resources and unless we do ade- 
quate planning for what is probably one of our greatest resources 
now, we are going to lose much of it. When we lose it, we handicap 
our ability to defend ourselves; we handic ‘ap our ability to move our 
air commerce. As we see it, this problem is not going to get any less 
acute as the years go by. It is going to get much worse. It is so 
vital to this country that we think it must be given prior consideration 
over many of our other problems. 

I understand there has been some discussion or suggestion by a 
member of this committee that possibly we should have a Secretary 
for Air, someone who could devote his time entirely to the problems 
of airspace and air tr ansportation. I think it is a good suggestion. 
I think it is a suggestion that most certainly should be thoroughly 
explored. 

The problems here have not in our opinion been completely recog- 
nized. I think one of the problems that has not been completely 
understood, and which is extremely vital at the present time, is the 
necessity for the civil to provide the facilities for military to move 
their military traffic to defend this country. 

Unless we have positive control of aircraft in this country so that 
the military can move their materials and aircraft, missiles, and so 
forth, through our air for the national defense purposes and the civil 

ean still function, we are going to have a very difficult situation. 

We have a difficult situation right now which we are attempting 
to solve by emergency measures, ‘but which should be solved con- 
sistently. We are not going to solve it by creating military boards 
to solve the problem which exists right at this moment such as has 
been done by appointing a special assistant to the President to try 
and solve this very, very critical problem. We have solved this 
one and it will not be too long before we have another one. So, 
possibly we should give very serious consideration to giving a greater 
status to this entire function and possibly the appointment or the 
ereation of a position of Secretary of Air would be what we need 
at this point. 

I think it should be very seriously considered. 

Senator Monronry. In other words, the principal argument that 
has been made for the retention of the CAA in the Department of 
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Commerce is that taking it out as an independent agency would strip 
it of any representation at the Cabinet level ? 

Your suggestion is that this sole objection would seem to be re- 
moved if eventually a Department of Air could be established; 
that correct ? 

Mr. Sayen. That is right. 

Senator Monroney. A moment ago you said that one of the difficul- 
ties is that not only does the ever-increasing load of civil aviation 
develop each year on our airways, but that also an inc reasing amount 
of airspace is required all the time for military craft ? 

Mr. Saven. That is right. 

Senator Monroney. Both in quantity and in quality as to speeds 
and altitude and things of that kind. 

That would indicate, would it not, that it will be an absolute im- 
possibility to have two separate systems of air control; that you can- 
not give the military half the job and the civilian the other half, 
although that is about the way the traffic load is now divided, and 
avoid a great many collisions and scrapes in the air. It has to be 
under one type of air control, does it not / 

Mr. Saren. That is right. And there is not an alternative in our 
a having it comple tely under civil control. 

But the civil has to be able to provide for the needs of all the users 
of the airspace, whether it be the private pilot or the scheduled air- 

nes or the different branches of the military; the civil has to be able 

meet all of their various needs and the needs are becoming increas- 

igly critical all the time while the airspace is getting cluttered up 

with its areas and all sorts of restrictions which make it very difficult 
(o move air commerce. 

Senator Monronry. Has it not been a fact that, under past and 
present operations, the military has been able to come in and carve out 

ertain segments, particularly on heavily congested runs, that are re- 

onl solely for military without reference to the civilian needs? 

I know someone here a few weeks ago showed us the traffic pattern 
hetween Washington and New York. In fact, up and down the whole 
east coast, there are wide enclaves and segments that are reserved for 
military flying which require the civilian traffic to detour around it or 
to follow very narrow traffic lines, which increases the hazard to not 
only civilian craft flying those routes, but also to military craft. 

It is pretty hard for a subsidiary agency charged with air navigation 
to be properly represented in the division of airspace and then work 
a coordinated plan with the military; would you not say that is rea- 
sonably true? 

Mr. Sayven. Yes; it is very true. There is a continual conflict of 
interest between the various users of airspace. And with the advanc- 
ing amount of air traffic, the conflict becomes sharper. 

The civil agency here that has the responsibility under the law for 
providing facilities and regulating the airspace has to be able some- 
how to reconcile these conflicting interests and make efficient use of 
the airspace. That is an extremely important function both for the 
movement of air transportation and for military needs. 

And it is going to become more and more important as the years 
0 by. The Administrator has to have the authority and facilities 
by which to make his needs known to both the President and the Con- 


cress. We do not think under the present setup that the Administra- 
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tor really has the freedom of action to make his needs known and get 
something done about it. 

Senator Monroyey. Isn’t it a fact that the man who is charged by 
the Civil Aeronautics Act with administering and with planning 
ahead occupies a sort of stepchild relationship to those who make the 
final decision; that his Administrator is always subject to being over- 
ridden by the ‘Deputy Secretary of Commerce for Aviation and | by the 
Secretary of Commerce for Aviation ? 

Anything he wishes to do that would coordinate the long- -range 
planning and use of our air facilities is left up to a sort of committee 
system, the Air Coordinating Committee; and the National Advisory 
Committee on Air—is that the proper title of it? 

Mr. Saren. That is one; yes. 

Senator Monroney. That these committees then represent various 
other divisions of the Government usually representing large numbers 
of votes that are either unfamiliar with or disinterested in the civilian 
use of the air? 

Mr. Sayen. That is right. Uninterested many times not in an ap- 
preciation of the overall problem. 

Senator Monroney. In other words, your technical man, your Civil 
Aeronautics Administrator under the present plan is not even a mem- 
ber of the Air Coordinating Committee. It is my understanding 
that he is not. That seat is occupied by the Deputy Secretary of 
Commerce, whose past actions have demonstrated a total unfamiliar- 
ity with the needs and requirements and danger now existing on our 
civil airways system. 

Yet, it is my information that the Air Coordinating Committee does 
have representatives of the Department of the Army, the Department 
of the Navy, the Department of the Air Force, the Department of 
State, and several other departments. ‘They are the final word on 
many of these important htings and make these decisions as the Civil 
Aeronautics Administrator, whose final job actually is the operation 
of these programs, waits outside or serves merely in an advisory 

capacity to the men who make the decisions. 

Mr. Sayen. I think the recent decision showed there were 75 dif- 
ferent committees working on the air-traffic-control problem. Of 
course, the recommendation was that someone take responsibility for 
cutting through some of this and making some decisions. The result 
was the appointment of Mr. Curtis. He worked under the President 
trying to find a solution to this critical problem. But I think that 
situation itself demonstrates the need for someone in a position of 
authority to cut across some of this and make decisions on some of 
these problems. 

And if the authority and the responsibility were—well, we think it 
is put directly under the agency now, but the agency is not free to 
speak up for itself, for its own needs. 

We recognize that the Administrator operates under a considerable 
handicap most of the time and has ever since the reorganization plan 
of 1940 put him under the Commerce Department, because obviously 
he is not a free agent in dealing with the Congress or with the Presi- 
dent. 

Senator Monroney. These things require decisions and, when the 
decisions are made, there should be someone in authority to carry 
them out, rather than taking decisions that are made by committees 
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without reference to the technical need that exists today, and which 
has existed for some time, that continues to imperil the safety of air- 
ways. It continues to limit the ultimate utilization of airspace that 
is there if proper planning is made; is that correct ? 

Mr. Sayen. That is right. 

Senator Monronry. The outline that you gave was: As the air 
movements increased by some 9 million, I believe you said, the appro- 
priation for handling this traffic has apparently been reduced each 
year. On page 6 of. your statement, you point out that while they 
were getting $178 million total appropriations for CAA, that when 
you hs ad 17 million aircraft movements in 1955, you were getting only 
$129 million, yet the aircraft movements had increased by almost 
3 million. 

Now, that is not quite as good a comparison as if you would take the 
money appropriated for the improvement of our airways-control 
system, which shows that that has been cut by even a greater percent- 
age, 

The cuts, substantial cuts, have been made right at the very point of 
air safety. And although Mr. Fred Lee, the then Administrator, 
onsistently recommended adequate money for the past 4 years to bring 
up to standard and modernize and improve our airways, each time 
hese funds were requested of the Department of Commerce they were 
drastically reduced. 

And then usually they were drastically reduced again when they 
went before the Bureau of the Budget and then suffered another slight 

ut when they came before the Congress. At a time when all this 
eavy traffic load is improv ing, Congress, through the recommendation 
of the strangers in the picture (the Department of Commerce) has 

‘en consistently reducing the very funds that are needed to bring it up 
odate. W ould that be a proper summation ¢ 

Mr. Saven. Yes; that is right. 

{nd just the measure of aircraft movements does not really char- 

cterize the airspace problem. During this same period, we are 
oming into an area of vastly different speeds of airplanes, which 

omplicates the use of the airspace and the : airways system a great deal. 
Congestion of traflic complicates the situation. Aircraft which can 
tly higher than w e have had before complicates the situation. And all 

‘ this was coming into play during this period when there was a 
connote lack of appreciation of the problem and of what the problem 
was going to be both from the military and the civil view. 

We speak of the fact that the jets are coming into use; but jets are 
already in use in the airspace in large numbers, because the military 
operation and the National Guard and all the other groups that are 
using the jets at the present time have to be taken into consideration. 

But this has come about in the last 5 years and has greatly compli- 
cated the problem for above the number of aircraft movements. 

But during this period, the development of the airways systems was 
fairly static when there should have been a great deal of advance plan- 
ning to keep ahead of the situation. The appropriations were just 
plainly inadequate to do the job during that time. Many of the wage 
sauna and other things that go into this budget picture are also eating 
into funds for planning and funds for installation of aids and so on. 

79097—56——-28 
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But we have allowed the situation to drift into a really critical situa- 
tion. 

Now we are going to have to have some sort of crash program to try 
and catch up again. 

Senator Monronery. Even at best it will be 4 or 5 years before you 

can get the necessary electronic equipment, radar and things like that 
to meet the needs that are here today; is that not correct? 

Mr. Sayen. Yes. This industry, as fast as it changes, if we take 4- 
or 5-year programs to do it, that will probably—a good deal of it will 
probably be obsolete by the time a 5-year program is over. I think a 
o-vear program is much too slow to catch up with the present needs. 

Senator Monronry. You hear a great many of your pilots that have 
to meet these situations in the coc kpit deser ibe some of the Very real 
and existing dangers, don’t you, that have been occasioned by this 
overcrowding. 

We have had some of your members as witnesses on the second 
Washington airport telling us of the need for that. We have had 
witnesses on the airport bill. Both of these things are designed to re- 
lieve in part, but certainly only a slight approach to the problem, met 
with adamant opposition of the Department of Commerce through the 
Secretary of Commerce and through the Deputy Secretary of Com- 
merce for Tr — ition. 

Mr. Sayven. The best characterization T have heard of this was in 
a discussion we had in Tulsa. The statement was made that we do not 
lack for solution to these problems; but we lack for decisions on the 
solutions that have already been reached. 

Many of the things that we need are not development items; they 
are items that have already been developed and standards have been 
agreed on. It is just a matter of getting the installation we are 
talking about: more adequate airports and just some more concrete, 
longer runways, multiple runways, approach lights, runway lighting, 

approach areas, clear ways. 

In the air traffic control system, many of the items are agreed upon 
and are standard items; they are not items that need technical develop- 
ment. It isa matter just of installation. And it is a matter of appro- 
priations in some cases. It is a matter of a relation of the problem 
and some forceful decisions to go ahead and do something about the 
problem. 

We think if the administrator had a more independent status where 
he could speak out when he sees these problems, to speak out inde- 
pendently and forcefully, and bring the problems to the President’s 
attention and the Congress’ attention directly, that we should have a 
much better opportunity to keep up to date. 

Senator Monroney. Would it 'be factual to say that at the same 
time the funds were being cnt—and I wish you would put that amount 
for air navigation facilities in the record again at this point—being 
drastically cut down—if my memory serves me correctly it was $6 
million to $10 million that was all that was being allowed for the en- 
tire air navigation facilities that were to be spent each year by Mr. 
Lee, although he was asking many times that amount. 

(The chart is as follows :) 
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Departmen- Budget Congres- A ppropri- 
tal submis- Bureau sional sub- ated 
sion submission mission 


Salaries and expenses Peo $114, 444,000 | $113, 215,000 | $110, 300, 000 

Revised 107, 011, 000 5, 500, 000 105, 500, 000 $105, 000, 000 
EANF..- 29, 860, 000 21, 650, 000 13, 000, 000 

Revised __ ws 13, 000, 000 s , 000 7, 090, 000 7, 000, 000 
FAAP 43, 125, 000 30, , 000 30, 000, 000 

Revised bs 29, 934, 000 2, , 000 : 

1955 
Salaries and expenses 5 09, 291, 000 ), 314, 000 97, 310, 000 98, 730, 000 


EANF 20, 563, 000 7, 000, 000 5, 000, 000 5, 000 
FAAP 33, 350, 000 33, 350, 000 22, 000, 000 22, 000 


1956 
Operation and regulation 15, 957, 000 110, 000, 000 107, 350, 000 }, 750, 000 
EANF 26, 500, 000 26, 500, 000 23, 000, 000 ;, 000, 000 


FAA P—cash 41, 500, 000 31, , 000 11, 000, 000 20, 000, 000 
Contract authority 2 42. 500, 000 


1957 
)peration and regulation ; -| 136, 527, 000 25, 192, 000 128, 500, 000 


EANF oe 54, £46, 750 54, 946, 750 40, 000, 000 
FAAP ; ; : F 2 63, , 000 


Administrative only. 
2 Publie Law 211, 84th Cong. 


Senator Monroney. In another branch of the Government they had 
money running out of their ears for the development of future air 
navigation facilities such as TACAN, for which there was no im- 
nediate production and there was no immediate solution of even the 
techniques advocated under that system? Are you familiar with that 
fort that was being made by the armed services which I am told 
ran into tens of millions if not hundreds of millions of dollars for the 
‘fort on that side, while the immediate need facing the country today 
was being starved to death through stupid policies within the Depart- 
ment of Commerce to veto the funds that the Administrator had said 
vere absolutely necessary to be spent now. 

Mr. Sayen. I am generally familiar with the item, the TACAN 
item; yes, sir. I think again it is a lack of appreciation of the fact 
that the military and civil are inextricably tied together here in the 
use of airspace. And the overall planning must be consistent. We 
have been trying to develop a common system. And we have to have 
a common system. But it has to be under the control of one single 
agency ; and that is the civil agency here. 

I think the military position has been in part that they have to 
have a job todo. And unless someone can furnish them the facilities 
with which to do the job, they are going to go ahead and do it on their 
own. 

Senator Monroney. The staff advised me that already a hundred 
million dollars has been spent on development of TAC AN; that there 
is $120 million additional in this budget for that, and the ultimate 
cost is $450 million. 

Yet no one visualized the utilization of this system to relieve the crisis 
that is upon us and with known and tested and competent VOR sys- 
tems that are now in use around the world having been previously 


installed by CAA, 
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At the same time that they are spending this kind of money over in 
the Department of Defense, you have a hatchet man chopping off and 
chopping down. 

The counsel for the committee has just supplied me with the naviga- 
tional costs. In 1954 the subcommission to Congress was $30 million; 
in 1955 it was $22 million; in 1956, it was $11 million. Then, after a 
good deal of attention had been drawn to the very dangerous situation, 
why, someone woke up and came up with the recommendation of $40 
million; but the Congress appropirated $63 million. 

So, we are making some progress toward waking up the country 
as to the need that now exists. 

I mean if civil aeronautics were given its proper place, TACAN 
would be developed in conjunction ‘with, instead of separate from, 
your civil aeronautics system, would it not? 

Mr. Saven. We have to have a common system. And we have been 
trying, of course, to develop the so-called common system for a good 
many years. But we cannot have it if each user of the airspace is 
going to charge off in their own direction with their own solution to 
the problem. But, on the other hand, if the civil does not do the job 
so as to fill the needs of the users of the airspace, then I am afraid we 
are going to have that sort of development. 

But if the civil were adequately doing the job and making available 
facilities for different users of the airspace, it would not be necessary. 
1 think there has not been a complete appreciation of just how serious 
and critical this problem, this whole problem, is until we get thinking 
of the airspace in terms of a natural resource. And we put t the respon- 
sibility for making facilities available, regulating, and so forth, in 
the hands of one single agency and make them do the job, I think then 
we will begin to come up with solutions that we have failed to do up 
tothe present time. We have done it so far as the statute is concerned : 
we have placed the responsibility, but we have not insisted that they 
carry it out. 

Senator Monroney. But under the organizational system, the Civil 
Aeronautics Administration is merely a stepchild of the Secretary of 
Commerce and the Deputy Secretary for Commerce, is it not? 

Mr. Sayen. That is right. 

Senator Monroney. Anything he does can be vetoed up there or not 
even paid any attention to, as has been the case and custom in recent 
years. 

Mr. Sayen. That is right. 

No m: itter how capable a man you put in the Administrator’s posi- 
tion—and we have had a continual flow of people in and out of that 
job—no matter how capable the man you put in that position, if he ean- 
not speak out independently and function fairly independently, and 
take his pro \blems to the Congress or to the President without going 
through half a dozen people, then I do not see how he can do his job. 

Senator Monroney. But under the present organization, he is pro- 
hibited by so-called departmental secur ity from even letting the publi 
or the Congress or the budget office of the President know what amount 
he thinks is absolutely necessary for the development of our airways. 

hat is all in the privacy of the veil of secrecy within the Department 
of Commerce. 
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Then when someone in the Department of Commerce, usually two 
career budget officers, gets through with it, that is the figure that he 
supports ¢ 

Mr. Sayen. That is right. 

Senator Monronry. And under the custom and under the orders, 
he dare not even unseal his lips to tell the Congress what his ac tual 
needs are. 

Mr. Sayen. That is right. 

If you get a Secretary of Commerce or Under Secretary of Commerce 
who is not airminded, who does not appreciate the problems of air- 
space, then the job just does not get done. 

Senator Monroney. Particularly if you get Secretaries of Com- 
merce and Deputy Secretaries of ¢ ‘ommerce—which we have had in 
the saosin are hostile to the aviation industry and who have 
proven themselves to be by their actions, then you will see further 
deterioration of your air development, will you not? 

Mr. Sayen. That is right. 

Senator Monroney. Education on railroads and experience there 
is not conducive to the dynamics of a growing and expanding airways 
system ? 

Mr. Sayen. That is right. 

Senator Monroney. We have had even the admission here that Mr. 
Lee, whose resignation was asked for a number of times by Mr. Roth- 
schild and by Mr. Weeks, that they admitted that they were displeased 
with him because he dared to tell this committee the congested situa- 
tion that existed on many of the Nation’s leading airports and the 
need for more adequate landing fields with the arrival of the jet-air 
ge. 

And while your pilots who knew the situation were supporting the 
Federal aid to airport bill, even the giving of statistical data by Mr. 
Lee, not in advocating the bill itself, but in telling the condition that 

‘xisted, was cause for censure of him for giving that information to 
the committee, which again illustrates the tremendous fallacies in 
the set up. If the man charged with administering the needs of civil 

iviation cannot tell the proper committees of the Congress when he 
is invited to testify without incurring the displeasure of his superiors 
then something is desperately wrong with the setup as it exists; is it 
iot ¢ 

Mr. Saven. That is right. I agree. 

Senator Monroney. And I am advised that even though Mr. Lee, 
when he was Administrator, countless times went before Commerce 
ind submitted countless figures for modernization of air-navigational 
facilities, that the men who were above him never sat in on any of the 
budget conferences. It was handled by two men even more unfamiliar 
with aviation needs; and only as putting together a Department of 
Commerce budget under a predetermined departmental ceiling on how 
to divide up X dollars between the Bureau of Public Roads and the 
Maritime Commission and the Weather Bureau and Bureau of Stand- 
ards and the many unrelated agencies that exist in the Department 
of Commerce. 

Mr. Sayen. There seems to be an attitude that the airways system 
and the airspace was only for the convenience of the commercial air- 
lines and a few other commercial operators rather than being the high- 
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ways system for all the users of the airspace including the military 
and everyone else. 

And we have almost destroyed the Civil Aeronautics Administra- 
tion as an overall functioning agency and have begun to get to the 
point where the CAA was de legating its responsibilities to provide 
for the airspace to other agencies, because they could not do the job. 
They did not have the funds to do the job or the personnel to do the 
job. 

And it is my opinion that it is just a complete lack of appreciation 
of the problem. 

Senator Monroney. Even to the employment of outside survey 
companies, management companies, to survey the needs for Civil Aero- 
nauties that have a reputation only of having worked for the New 
York Central and other leading railroads -the Crescent, McCormack 
& Padget report. 

You are familiar with that report / 

Mr. Saven. Yes, sir. 

Senator Monronry. Was there anything in the report that struck 
a note of dynamic new deve ‘lopment of our airways system ¢ 

Mr. Saven. As I recall the report, it was consis stently the philos- 
ophy that we should economize in every way possible and minimize 
our expansion of the airways system, and so on, at a time when it 
should have been in its most dynamic development. 

Senator Monroney. In other words, this is Just a reversal of what 
the later studies of the President’s own appointees have shown ? 

Mr. Sayen. Exactly. 

The committee for the Bureau of the Budget, the Harding com- 
mittee studies, and I think also most of us who work in aviation have 
been clamoring for some improvement, something to minimize the 
hazards that are getting worse and worse, something to make it pos- 
sible to meet the problems that were being aggravated, and the sys- 
tem was going backward. 

Senator Monronry. And we are advised even as late as a few weeks 
go that there was still undergoing some serious study within the De 
partment of Commerce. The study by Mr. Curtis, I believe, who now 
has come in to try and rescue an impossible situation and save face 
perhaps for the administration, is going about this thing in a more 
appreciative need of the actual existing conditions, is he not? 

Mr. Saven. It appears that way at the present time. We do not 
know what the results of this move will be. But I think it is a con- 
structive move, because we have got an emergency situation on ow 
hands which has to be remedied. And hopefully the appointment of 
Mr. Curtis will remedy some of these difficulties. 

But in my opinion that is a function that should have been per- 
formed by the CAA all during this time. 

Senator Monronry. Had it had the proper recognition and author- 
ity to carry out the job Congress assigned to it? 

Mr. Sayen. That is right. 

The job being done by Mr. Curtis should be done by the Admin- 
istrator. 

Senator Monroney. If he is going to be cut down to the rank of 
an outside subordinate, you are going to have a hard time doing it 
against the powerful interest in the military and the powerful econ- 
omy-minded people who have cut out two-thirds of your ground-to-air 
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radio and devised many revolutionary new ideas of air-traflic control 
that seem to be most impractical to the ones who are familiar with 
using such traffic control. 

Does it not also prove the case for an independent status being 
sag for Civil Aeronautics, if the President himself in appointing 
Mr. Curtis has recognized that a high-level treatment of this polic, y 

able to cut across the ties and ropes that have hamstrung the ( ‘ivil 
Aeronautics in the past is absolutely necessary to develop a system that 
would meet today’s needs that are upon us. 

Mr. Sayen. I think the appointment of Mr. Curtis is a demonstra- 
tion of just exactly the problem that is being pinpointed here. Mr. 
Curtis is in a position where he can report as I understand it directly 
to the President and get solutions to some of these problems which 
are critical, And that is exactly the situation in which the Admin 
istrator should be, but is not. 

Senator Monroney. But it is vour feeling that he has never been 
in recent years even able to do that or even able to report directly to 
the Secretary of Commerce without funneling up through this Deputy 
Secretary for Trans portation 

Mr. Saven. That is right. 

Senator Monronry. Do you see any validity in the claim that tak- 
ing Civil Aeronautics out of the Department of Commerce would de- 
stroy a very carefully, well-organized department of transportation 
which the testimony of Commerce has reported it to be? 

Mr. Sayen. No. I see no diffic ulty there. It seems to me that is 
merely a housekeeping procedure as to how they organize their trans- 
portation system. But we have independent agencies in transporta 
tion. The National Mediation Board is an independent agency. 
It reports directly to the President and Congress. And they are in 
transportation. Most certainly they are charged with keeping rail 
road and air transport ition moving insofar as any labor problems 
are concerned, They are an indepe ndent agency. 

Senator Monroney. Isn't it a fact that the bulk of your other 
transportation is out of Commerce: that your trucklines, your bus- 
lines and your railroads are all in the Interstate Commerce Com 
mission, over which the Department of Commerce exercises absolutel\ 
no control or regulation or domination / 

Mr. Saren. That is right. 

Senator Monronery. The only thing comparable to the regulation 
and control of airways is the fact that the Maritime Commission, the 
steamships that operate under the United States flag, is the only 
other transportation agency within the Department of Commerce. 

Mr. Saven. That is exactly. The agencies are independent. 

Senator Monroney. And then the other functions that they claim 
represent transportation—their testimony where the liquidation of the 
barge lines, which bear little similarity to a DC—7, and the regulation 
of the Bureau of Public Roads, or Public Roads Administration, which 
(oes not even build roads; they merely plan them and disburse funds 
for them and have no control whatsoever over the traffic conditions or 
speeds or traffic controls of any kind. So the idea that this would go 
against the well organized program of centralized authority on trans- 
portation is completely without basis of logic or reason. 

Mr. Sayen. It does not make any sense tome. It may look nice on 
an organizational chart. But this is a very complex and technical 
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business. And if the Administrator has to go through half a dozen 
nontechnical people to make a point, either to the Congress or the 
President, then he is going to be handicapped in performing his func- 
tion. And I think there is no substitute in an organizational chart 
for direct line responsibility. If you are going to give this Admin- 
istrator the job to do, then he should be given the responsibility and 
should be given the authority. The responsibility and the authority 
are put in the Secretar y of Commerce; but then somebody else is sup- 
posed to do the job. And while it may look ver y eflicient on an organi- 
zation chart, I think the record of the last 16 years is not too good. 
And I do not see any validity in that criticism of this bill. 

Senator Monronry. What is the position of the airlines pilots asso- 
ciation regarding career men or those having a vast background of 
aviation as chief of the Civil Aeronautics or the Deputy “Adminis- 
trator, or those in authority in CAA? 

Mr. Sayen. Well, this is a fast-moving dynamic and very, very 
technical business. And it is difficult even for people who spend all 
their time in the business to keep up on all of the problems. So, it 
requires very well qualified people of long experience to do the work. 
Now, one of the big problems that CAA has had has been to attract 
and keep competent people. The morale of the agency, it is fairly 
well known, has been pretty low in recent years; ‘because it looked 
like a rather hopeless undertaking to do the job that they were sup- 
posed to be doing. And with the constant turnover in policy, with 
the turnover in leadership, the morale has been in very bad shape. 
And they have had a great deal of trouble keeping people through all 
levels; and when you lose essential traflic controllers, supervisors, you, 
of course, impair the whole function. And that goes all the way from 
the top to the bottom. 

Of course, the Administrator must have a broad background, broad 
technical knowledge, and at the same time be a capable executive. And 
that goes for the agency—the agency now has in excess of 15,000 
employees, most of whom have to be pretty well qualified people. 
And they have to be convinced that they have a sound program that 
is going somewhere, and that it is fulfilling the needs of the country. 

Senator Monronry. It would be a rather dangerous thing, you feel, 
to go to a policy of appointments for political considerations rather 
than for technical competence in Civil Aeronautics Administration ? 

Mr. Saven. Very definitely. 

Senator Monronry. Was not the firing of Mr. Lee a notice to all 
these 15,000 career men that the career employees of many years’ tech- 
nical ex per ience was being changed to appointments of those who 
were not a part of, or experienced within, the organization of the Civil 
Aeronautics Administration ? 

What I am trying to say is: We departed from the career service 
in the replacement of Mr. Lee and in replacing the Deputy Adminis- 
trator, who had heretofore been a career appointee, with an appoint- 
ment from political sources ? 

Mr. Saryen. I am not too familiar with all of the qualifications of 
all the people involved in that particular incident. Nor do I know all 
the background of it. But I do know Mr. Lee has been with the Civil 
Aeronautics Administration for many years and that he brought a 
vood deal of background to that position. He spent a good deal of 
his career in civil aviation. 
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Senator Monronry. For the record, Mr. Lee had been a civil service 
‘areer appointee as Deputy. When this administration came in, I 
think they rather wisely promoted him to the Administrator’s position. 
But the departure from that in the new appointments, both of the 
Administrator of Civil Aeronautics—the new one—and his Deputy, 
both being made from sources other than civil service, would have a 
detrimental effect, don’t you think, on the 15,000 career employees who 
have looked to the Administrator and the Deputy Administrator as 
those who worked their way up through the organization ? 

Mr. Sayen. I think anytime you permit politics within the agency— 
and CAA has had more than its share—that you handicap the fune- 
tioning of the agency. And if that situation is to get worse instead of 
better, it is certainly not going to improve the functioning of the 
agency. 

Senator Monronrey. If it were given an independent status, there 
would at least be a chance to try and correct that situation? Then the 
spotlight of public opinion definitely would challenger any adminis- 
tration to pick out some recognized leader, an expert in the field of 
aviation ¢ 

Mr. Sayen. That is right. 

Senator Monroney. It would be incumbent upon the administration 
to select someone who could speak with a recognized voice of authority 
on aviation matters ? . 

Mr. Saryen. That is right. 

Senator Monroney. In the firing of Mr. Lee, I believe your organ- 
ization made a rather vigorous protest at the time he was discharged ? 

Mr. Sayen. Yes. 

Senator Monroney. Do you happen to have a copy of the press re- 
lease of that ? 

I see Mr. Larry Cates here. Have you been able to locate one? 

Mr. Cares. We don’t have a copy with us. 

Senator Monroney. I think maybe we have one in our files. I 
would like to insert at this point in the record the protest that was 
made at the time Mr, Lee was fired by Mr. Weeks and Mr, Rothschild. 

We thought we might be able to accommodate your time to hear you 
on another matter. But I would like to keep the continuity of this 
with Mr. Marriott unless the program is such that you have to leave 
in the next few minutes. 

Mr. Sayen. At your convenience. 


[From News Bureau, Air Line Pilots Association, Chicago, Ill.] 


CHnicago, ILL, (December 19, 1955).—The Air Line Pilots Association, Inter- 
national said today that it would support the bill of Senator Monroney (Demo- 
crat, Oklahoma) to remove the Civil Aeronautics Administration from the Com- 
merce Department. 

C. N. Sayen, president of the pilots association which represents the airline 
pilots of all scheduled air carriers of the United States, said that this position 
would be consistent with the association’s contentions since Reorganization 
Plan No. 4 in 1940 destroyed the independence of the then independent Air 
Safety Board and placed the Civil Aeronautics Administration under the Com- 
merce Department. Sayen said this action destroyed the independence of these 
agencies which was contemplated in the Civil Aeronautics Act of 1988. “It is 
the opinion of the pilots association,’ Sayen said, “that Senator Monroney’s 
proposal, if enacted into law, would give the Administrator a greater inde- 
pendence in dealing directly with the executive branch of the Government and 
the Congress on matters of policy and appropriations and would remove some 
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of the politics which continually hi unt the CAA and its staff and impair the 
important functions of the agency. 

Sayen stated that “it was the opinion of the association that a number of the 
currently critical problems facing aviation such as the inability of the airways 
system and air-traffic control to keep up with expanding air traffic and aircraft 
development, lagging airport and approach aids development and installation, 
and other serious deficiencies stem from inadequate financial support for avia- 
tion programs in recent years.” He pointed out that “whereas in 1951 appro- 
priations for CAA totaled $178 million when CAA-operated control towers re- 
ported 17 million aircraft movements, appropriations had been cut to $156 mil- 
lion in 1952, $149 million in 1953, $138 million in 1954, and $129 million in 1955, 
While aircraft movements increased by almost 3 million and technological de- 
velopment had greatly complicated aircraft movement, especially in congested 
areas. 

“Civil airport development,” Sayen said, “had lagged frighteningly behind 
increases in aircraft speeds and weights and traffic increases and yet the Com- 
merce Department opposed the airport bill in the last Congress.” 

“Unless bold and aggressive measures are taken immediately on the problems 
of developing an adequate airways system with adequate traffic-control system, 
approach and navigational aids, and airport development, the billions of dol- 
lars being spent by the airlines and military for turboprop and jet airplanes 
will be wasted, for it will be practically impossible to operate them in scheduled 
service,” Saven said. “Even more frightening is the adverse effect of an inade- 
quate airways system and airport network on the vital requirement of the na- 
tional defense.” 

“The association feels,’ Sayen summarized, “that Senator Monroney’s bill 
to remove the Civil Aeronautics Administration from the Commerce Depart- 
ment would be a step toward restoring the sound structure for civil aviation 
originally established in the Civil Aeronautics Act of 1938, would give the Ad- 
ministrator greater freedom and independence in promoting civil aviation, and 
should help to remove some of the politics which have handicapped the work 
of the administration and resulted in a succession of 8 Administrators in the 
past 15 years.” 

Senator Monronry. We deeply appreciate your taking time to come 
before this committee. And I can say that the members of the or- 

ganization on the airlines share your feeling of deep concern regard- 


aie policy that has relegated Civil Aeronautics and the administra- 
tion of air proble ms to a secondary status. 


Mr. Sayen. Thank you. 
We certainly appreciate the interest that this committee has taken 


in this critical problem and think that you are rendering a public 
service in bringing to the attention of the public this matter 

And, of course, anything that Congress does brings to the : attention 
of the public what is a very critical problem. And it is an oppor- 
tunity to improve our overall functioning in the aviation field. And 
we certainly appreciate the opportunity to appear here in connection 
with it. 

Senator Monroney. Thank you very much. 

Senator Monroney. We have Mr. J. F. Marriott, director of air- 
ports of the county of Riverside, Riverside, Calif. 
Would you state your name / 


TESTIMONY OF J. F. MARRIOTT, DIRECTOR OF AIRPORTS, COUNTY 
OF RIVERSIDE, RIVERSIDE, CALIF. 


Mr. Marriott. Joseph F. Marriott. 

Senator Monroney. Woud you mind taking the oath? 

Do you solemnly swear that the testimony you are about to give 
in this case will be the truth, the whole truth, and nothing but “the 


truth, so help you God? 
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Mr. Marrrorr. I do. 

Senator Monronry. Would you identify yourself for the purpose 
of the record. I don’t know whether you have a written statement 
or not? 

Also, give some of the background as to your experience in the field 
of aviation. 

We appreciate your coming here, because we know what a long 
haul it is from Riverside, Calif. and we are glad to have you give 
the committee the advantage of your testimony. 

Mr. Marrtorr. It is a pleasure to be here and be of help. 

My name is Joseph F. Marriott. 

My aviation background goes back to World War I. I was asso- 
iated with the Civil Aeronautics Administration ety its predecessor 
organizations since 1928 until January of this year, at which time I 
had acquired a total of 30 years and 3 months of Federal service, 
entitling me to retire—which I did. And I took the job of director 
of air ports for the county of Riverside administering some 4 airports 
owned and operated by the county. 

I might say that my decision to retire from CAA was influenced 
in some measure by the frustration caused by the inability to get 

executive programs approved and implemented through the Depart- 
nent of Commerce. 

Full knowledge that year after year in the appropriations that 
rere recommended to Commerce by the field offices and through the 
\dvisory’s Office to Commerce only to be cut. 

I might say that I feel I have some knowledge, not only of civil but 
ilitary aviation. I was in World War [ and also in World War II. 
During the World War II, I served as the War Department member 
of the Inter-Departmental Air Traffic Control Board, which was the 
joint agency that parceled out the use of the airspace and assigned 
t be ‘tween military and civil agencies during the war period, assign- 

x airspace for traffic purposes, for firing range, bombing range, and 
harrowing the airways where necessary. In fact, it was at this time 

at agreement was reached between the civil and military to narrow 
he airways from the then 20-mile width to 10 miles with the under- 
st: tomine that if that were done the military would not encroach upon 
‘he 10-mile width, which agreement they have failed to keep in some 

legree since. 

Senator Monroney. I believe you were brigadier general in the 
rank; were you not? 

Mr. Marriorr. That is right. I was a brigadier general in the Air 
Force Reserve at the time I retired. 

The Aeronautics Branch was really the first agency of the Aviation 
Regulars under Federal statute of the Air Commerce Act of 1926, 
which was a Bureau of Commerce at the time. As you are all aware 
in 1938 the Civil Aeronautics Act of 1938 was passed, which created 

the Civil Aeronautics Authority composed of the Board, the accident 
investigating group, and Civil Aeronautics Administration. 

Then, that obtained for some 2 years. And as your bill shows in 
1946 there was a Presidential reorganization plan, Plan No. 4, which 
put the Civil Aeronautics Administration back under Commerce. We 
sors all told at that time that it was fully recognized that the CAA 

was a technical bureau and its technical operations should not be 
interfered with in any political sense. We were told that by placing 















440 STUDY OF CIVIL AERONAUTICS ADMINISTRATION 


the Agency under the Department of Commerce it gave an increased 
stature at Cabinet level and assisted to give it support in its budget 
requests. While experience over a period of years showed quite the 
contrary, rather than leaving the Agency to run itself as a technical 
bureau should, without interference in policy and technical matters, 
the Commerce "Dep artment found additional interest in this Agency 
which, altogether it was its youngest Agency was also the largest one 
under its supervision. And they thought perhaps they should take 
a direct interest in it and began to do so. 

With increasing emphasis to the point at the last 6 months that I was 
associated with the Agency, you could not even get a Secretary’s 
vacancy approved even though it had been approved in the budget 
without going clear up to the. Secretary of Commerce himself. That 
shows the hamstringing effects which were applied to control the 
activities of the Agency. What this was the outgrowth of, I am not 
sure, although I think it had perhaps some connection with the in- 
vestigations which were made by different contract agencies. 

First, it was the Wallace and Clark group. Later this Cressent, 
McCormack and Padgett group. I had some occasion to review the 
Cresap, McCormack, Padgett report, because of the fact that the 
Washington office of CAA was desirous of having some field officer 
sit in and represent the Agency in its conferences with the Depart- 
ment of Commerce. And, being a regional administrator and hav- 
ing been for a number of years, I was called in to assist in that re- 
spect. And, I can well remember appearing before the Under Secre- 
tary of Commerce and his staff with Mr. Lee and 1 or 2 other mem- 
bers of CAA, in an effort to explain why some of the recommendations 
contained in the Crescent, McCormack, Padgett report were un- 
realistic. And frankly, the atmosphere was such that the officials of 
the Department of Commerce apparently were not interested in hear- 
ing the views of the people who were actually concerned with the 
direction of the CAA. 

Senator Monronry. At that time how far did your region extend 
that you were administrator of ? 

Mr. Marrtorr. I had the 11 Western States. 

Senator Monroney. That would go almost from Texas on west? 

Mr. Marrtorr. Colorado, Wyoming, and New Mexico, the Eastern 
States; and from then on all the States west. 

And, as a matter of fact in reading that Cresap, McCormack, 
Padgett re port and having talked to a number of investigators who 
came out to the field to interview people with regard to the openings 
of the agency, there were pretty strong indications that a number of 
the decisions made in that report were . dictated decisions rather than 
the normal developments of the ones of the investigators, because they 
varied quite radically from the opinions of the leaders of the review 
committee of the company and varied radically in some respects. In 
fact, they threw a lot of inconsistencies in it which made it more 
apparent that some of the recommendations were not necessarily those 
of the investigating group. 

And, with that knowledge that the view of the Department of Com- 
merce was already made up in that respect, it was not unexpected. 

So, that increasingly it has been difficult for the Administration to 
operate as a technical bureau. 
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Senator Monroney. Before you leave the McCormack, Cressent, 
Padgett report, would you say that there was a predetermined de- 
cision from the then Deputy Secretary of Defense—that was Mr. 
Murray, I believe, who hired the company—to bring in a report that 
would reflect the abolition of positions and services that had been 
performed by Civil Aeronautics? 

Mr. Marriorr. That is my personal opinion in reviewing the report 
and having some knowledge of the way it operated and having been 
interviewed several times by some of the investigators of the company 
and getting some impression of what their opinion was before the 
recommendations were submitted and then finding that the recommen- 
dations were widely at variance in some respects from those that— 
from those the leaders of the investigating group had voiced. 

Senator Monronery. As an old time operator in the CAA, would 
you say that the recommendation for abolishing about three-fourths, 
[I believe it was, of the ground to air radio stations was a practical 
way of improving air safety ? 

Mr. Marrtorr. Well, it was a definite step in retrogression. It was 
a step backward. When we were going through the struggle also 
of attempting to get increased appropriations to do a job. 

And, I would like to say right here that throughout CAA, all 
the field officers, and up through the directors and the administrator 
in the Washington office, there was a recognition of the shortcomings 
of the traflic-control system and what needed to be done for years 
before anything concrete has happened. Immediately following it 
was known that we had to develop new facilities, new equipments, to 

iandle this completion problem. And each year they were asked for 
in the budget. And the budget went up to Commerce and was cut. 
And we went back and did the best we could with makeshift arrange- 
nents to fill in the gaps. 

In an effort to get this thing—in an effort to help in this thing in 
some manner, I, a month ago, sent a series of telegrams to the Ameri- 
can Association of Airport “Executives, the national association of air- 
port officials, whic . wae then in convention at Cleveland, Ohio, under 
dates of April 22 to 25. This was purely a personal effort and had no 
organizational saupedt, and endeavoring to coach it in language which 
would perhaps gain attention, I started out with an original telegram 
which set up a mythical agency with the initials S.C. F.C. It might 
the following telegrams were sent to R. W. F. Smith, executive 
secretary of the American Association of Airport Executives during 
th: it annual convention in the Carter Hotel in Cleveland, Ohio, April 

2 to the 23. 

~ One organizer wanted to call it D. C. F. C., but we want no alimony 
or separate maintenance in this deal. This is a cause everyone can 
support so get out your torch, 

Number IT. Good morning. Tomato juice may help your headache, 
but only S. C. F. C. will stop the CAA political headache. 

Number III. Fifteen Administrators in 28 years. Does that sound 
like continuity of leadership, the prime need of a technical bureau ? 

S. C. F. C. is the answer. 

Number IV. An Under Secretary of Commerce was instrumental in 
stopping the fat program for a whole year and slowing it to an in- 
efficient trickle another year. Vote forS.C. F.C. 
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Number V. Solutions to airport and airspace traffic control prob- 
lems would come sooner if CAA Administrator could act on his own 
authority without Commerce strangulation, and 8. C. F. C. will enable 
the Administrator to expedite action on aviation requirements. 

Number VI. Under Secretary of Commerce for Transportation now 
directs CAA. What has been their aviation background? Not any. 
The only solution isS. C. F.C. 

The next message is a resolution for action. 

Number VII. Kespectfully request the resolution committee recom- 
mend everybody join the S. C. F. C. movement. 

Question: What isthe S.C. F.C.4 Separate CAA from Commerce. 

That is an individual etfort to try to bring this thing to the atten- 
tion of a number of people in the district. 

Senator Monroney. I believe the airport executives did resolute in 
favor of the separation. 

Mr. Marriorr. Yes, but not very strongly. Unfortunately I wasn’t 
able to be there at the time. I had budget matters of my own. I had 
just taken on a new job and wasn’t able to be there to push it. So, 
their action was not too strongly supported. 

Senator Monronry. The idea is not only supported by the airport 
executives, but also by almost every segment of the aviation industry 
except in the air transport association. 

Mr. Marriorr. Well, I think that any lack of support is a result of 
lack of knowledge. I mean you almost have to be inside this agency- 
to have been inside it to know some of the things that handicapped its 
operation. 

I mean to the outsider, without a knowledge of the influence and 
control which the Commerce Department has exercised in the past 
several years, you would not know that these things that CAA was 
unable to do, were not of their own making but because they were held 
back and extremely frustrated because ev erybody in the agency recog- 
nized the need for rapid and expanding development in these new 
fields, in this new area of traffic control where we needed action and 
action fast. 

Senator Monroney. Did you see anything during your years of 
service there where the relationship between Commerce and CAA, 
where CAA kept in a subsidiary satellite position, proved that Com- 
merce could be ee to aviation ? 

Mr. Marriorr. I didn’t see any evidence of it. Of course, I didn’t 
have too much direct contact with the Commerce phase of it, being a 
field official in charge of an area, a region. It was only when we 
would come in with our field budgets and our CAA budget officer and 
the Administrator would say, well, we are sorry you can’t have what 
you are asking for. The Commerce Department has set a ceiling, 
and this is all you can have. And, you cut the cloth to fit that and 
that is it. 

Senator Monroney. And, did you feel that Commerce recognized 
that all the needs of aviation ? 

Mr. Marriorr. Ithought there was a complete lack of recognition. 
In fact, they very rarely even sat in on any of the conferences to find 
out anything about it. 

Senator Monroney. It merely furnished a budget ceiling which you 
could work? And that was about the limit of the Commerce Depart- 
ment activities; that you had to fit aviations needs into a complex 
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organization with many other agencies and no matter how badly the 
needs of aviation might be de monstrated, it alw: ays had to be fitted 
into what the Commerce Department had been allowed for the overall] 
expenditures in that group of agencies; is that not correct ? 

Mr. Marriorr. That is right. Of course, there may have been more 
interest shown than we knew. But from the statement of the field 
officials it was not apparent that they had any particular interest in 
the problems of aviation at all. 

Senator Monroney. Did you ever find Commerce meddling in or- 
ganizational matters of CAA about restoring or suggesting new de 
partments or new methods other than this Padgett report ? 

Mr. Marriorr. Well, 1 guess nearly every Under-Secretary of 
Commerce or transportation or assistant for air had some ideas with 
respect to reorganizing the agency. Nearly everyone that came 
through there had some ideas and put out some feelers or suggestions 
that certain steps be taken to change the organization. 

Senator Monroney. Did the Commerce Department meddle in any 
personal matters ¢ 

Mr. Marriorr. Oh, ves. As I said earlier, for the last 6 months or 
Ss months of the last calendar year, 1955, the personnel was tied up so 
i at you could not fill vacancies without submitting them up through 

‘AA to the Commerce level. 

Senator Monroney. That was under the so-called Willis order, was 
it not, so that these technical jobs and all could be circulated through 
the public and county chairman to get suggestions of deserving Re- 
publicans to fill them ¢ 

Mr. Marriorr. I don’t know whose order it was. 

Senator Monroney. Early in the hearings we developed, pretty 
generally, that that was sent out. And that Commerce was quite 
active in exploiting the so-called Willis order that had come out from 
the White House requiring all jobs to be frozen for a certain period 
when someone resigned so that suggestions could be channeled in for 
recommendations on distinctive pieces of paper showing these folks 
had come up through recommendation of the political organization. 
I just wondered if you had any pressures on you when you were out 
there to fill jobs on account of politic: al needs and politic ‘al recommen- 
dations rather than on the straight civil service classification 

Mr. Marriorr. Well, we had not any pressurable number. I think 
we had 1 or 2 cases where names were referred to us to investigate to 
find out if the individuals could not be used in certain positions that 
we had open. In every instance that we had in our region, they found 
that the people were not technically classified for the position, so we 
didn’t use them. 

Senator Monroney. I see. Did you ever get any backlash from that ? 

Mr. Marrtorr. No. Because we pretty well documented those to 
show they were not competent. 

Senator Monroney. You guarded that entrance? 

Mr. Marriorr. Yes. 

Senator Monronry. What were the needs for your region of new 
Federal airway facilities? I mean did you get your needs filled for 
new equipment and for new navigational aids and things / 

Mr. Marriorr. Only a trickle. Year to year. I mean a few addi- 
tional—there would be a few additional ranges, a few additional 
ILS’s, 1 or 2 towers. 
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Senator Monroney. What percentage of the needs you knew you 
had and were recommending to be filled, based on your technical 
knowledge of that area, what percentage was coming through Com- 
merce ¢ 

Mr. Marriorr. They would vary from year to year. It is a little 
difficult to put a percentage or actual dollar figure on that, because it 
would vary from year to year. 

Senator Monronzy. Were there ever any proposals to take some of 
the lights off the mountain out there. I have had pilots 

Mr. Marriorr. Yes. Asa matter of fact, we took a number of them 
out. We endeavored to take only those out that would not decrease 
the safety protection. And it was CAA’s policy—right along they 
resisted a lot of pressure to take more out; particularly in the moun- 
tainous areas, the policy of CAA was to leave them in in every case 
where there was any real need for them. 

Senator Monroney. Who was bringing pressure on you to take 
them out ? 

Mr. Marriorr. Well, those were removed during the 2 years when 
the economy pressure was the strongest, and the pressure came from 
higher levels inthe Administration. That is all we could say 

Senator Monroney. How many marked obstacles on mountains 
would you say—lighting facilities, that is—were removed ? 

Mr. Marriorr. It would be a little dangerous to give figures without 
documented background, sir. I think in one year we took out same 30 
beacons that I was responsible for. However, we were pretty careful, 
very careful, in fact, to circularize those and be sure the ones we were 
taking out had outlived their need in view of faster speeds of aircraft. 

Senator Monroney. Longer range? 

Mr. Marriott. So, I don’t think we really had any decrease in the 
actual safety of the airways system by decreasing the number of 
airway beacons. 

We removed some. Put them in more strategic locations, so that 
they would—— 

Senator Moroney. How about your needs for operating funds? 
Mr. Marriorr. There again, we always had a ceiling, a dollar ceil- 
ing, which we faced, which never provided enough funds for the 
positions which the facilities which had been developed on a basis of 
workload called for. We were always required because of the dollar 
ceiling to put in a budget which called for fewer people than the 

workload formula would have provided. 

And, in some cases, the workload formula will fit. Some places it 
wouldn’t. Some places you can get along with less people than the 
formula calls for. Some places you need more than the formula calls 
for because of special conditions at that particular location. Well, we 
generally operated in that region as economically as wecould. And we 
were always below the workload formula as far as total personnel in 
all the traffic control and communication stations. 

Senator Monroney. In other words, the budgets were given to you 
for that violent western area with a very rapidly growing r traffic load. 
The past few years have been less and less, have they not, instead of 
more and more? 

Mr. Marrtotr. That is right. 

Senator Monroney. So, this meant less and less service or greater 
workloads for those remaining ? 
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Mr. Marriorr. Or, what we attempted to do was to improve effi- 
ciency of operation so as to pick up the additional workload without a 
lot of unpaid overtime to e mployees. 

Senator Monroney. It is pretty hard to pick yi e ‘hic ileney without 
the necessary equipment, which was also blocked by commerce. So, 
you are caught on 2 horns of the dilemma; 1, less money for operations, 
and the other less money for modernized equipment. 

Mr. Marriorr. That is right. 

Senator Monroney. What was the result in your area of the Com 
merce policy in freezing all funds and allowing po appropriations to 
vo forward for the fiscal vear 1956, prior to 1954? Tt was 19547 

Mr. Baynron. Yes. 

Senator Monroney. 1954, when the Commerce Department under 
Mr. Murray chopped off all Federal aid funds to airports? 

Mr. Marriorr. That is the airport program which was frozen for 
on entire year? 

Senator Monroney. Yes. 

Mi. Marriorr. Well, it stopped the program effectively. And the 
vear after that the program Was so small on the recommendation of 
Commerce that it was ineffective. As a matter of fact, it was rather 
uneconomical to administer the small program is at they did pass the 

ear after it was frozen. And there was so much demand and actual 
ed for additional airport facilities that we got considerably behind. 

Senator Monroney. Wasn't it, in fact, worse than no program at 

: because with the act still in effect without money to match local 
laxuie. that local airport authorities, or local cities anticipating air- 
port de re were afraid to spend the money that they had to do 
their own work, because they would be accused of sacrific ing the 50-50 

ching by the Government. And when there was no 50-50 for the 
coming, they were caught ina position where they would be criticized 
at home for foregoing Federal aid. And it would act as even a 
creater retarder of airport construction if the Airport Act had been 
completely abolished ? 

Mr. Marrtorr. That is right. Because the communities, the muni- 
cipalities, and counties, that had airport projects that needed to be 
done were reluctant to proceed with them, with the knowledge that 
there was still a possibility that some day the Federal Government 
might come along and make some appropriations under this act which 
still had several years to go. 

Senator Monronry. So, it just stalled ever ything? And we are 
probably still paying some for the cessation of planning ahead by the 
municipalities who must put up 50 percent of this money ! 

Mr. Marrtorr. It developed that in a few isolated cases the cities 
did go ahead with some program of theirown. But by and large they 
waited to see if they couldn’t get Federal assistance. 

Senator Monn oNEY. In your region out there, the 11 States, how 
many civilian airfields do you have capable of taking your jet trans- 
ports ? 

Mr. Marrtorr. In the order of half a dozen. 

Senator Monronery There are only seven in the United States. 

Mr. Marriorr. Yes. Well, my standards are perhaps a little more 
liberal that some of the others, than some that have been used. 
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Senator Monroney. They figure 10,000- to 12,000-foot runways on 
most of the jets? 

Mr. Marriorr. The jets can operate into 1,885 without much diffi- 
culty. The National Guard is operating into a 6,000 airport at Van 
Nuys. 

Senator Monroney. That is not transport planes, though, that is 
just fighters. And then, it requires less safety margin for the military 
tactical craft / 

Mr. Marriorr. That is right. But we have six airports with 8,000- 
to 10,000-foot runways which can accommodate jet aircraft. 

Senator Monroney. But has there been any expansion to get ready 
for that out there in view of this freeze on airport funds during 1954% 

Mr. Marriorr. Well, there wasn’t pressurable development work 
during the time that the act was frozen. But the last year or so, there 
has been frantic work to go ahead to try to catch up. 

Senator Monroney. You feel that Commerce IMprov ising the Fed- 
eral-aid-to-airport bill was demonstrating a lack of knowledge of 
present-day needs for aviational facilities ¢ 

Mr. Marrtorr. Well, they showed a 1: ac k of overall know] edge of the 
dynamic development character of this business. I mean it just 
doesn’t stand still. And you either go ahead or go back. 

Senator Monronry. Do you think that CAA or the Administrator 
of CAA lacked the necessary salesmanship; I mean that has been the 
charge against Mr. Lee; that he lac ked the salesmanship to sell the 
policy for mere appropriations to Congress and to Commerce ? 

Mr. Marriorr, Well, he had some predecessors that didn’t do any 
better. 

Senator Monroney. Well, he is not allowed to sell, are you, if you 
have gotten a budgetary ceiling ? 

Mr. Marriorr. That is right. 

Senator Monroney. And if the rules are out that you have to be 
under budgetary secrecy on what you need, I don’t see how a salesman 

ean sell anything if the rules of the Department prohibit him from 
talking about his needs? 

Mr. Marriorr. As I understand it, the restoration plan of 1940 
placed the CAA under Commerce, and the Commerce Secretary or 
the Under Secretary, whoever the Secretary of Commerce designated 
the one to act for him on CAA matters, was the boss. And the boss 
says this is all you’re going to spend; and that is all you spend. That 
is all you ree ommend to the budget, because that is all you have been 
allowed to. 

Senator Monronry. Was there any plan lacking, advance plan lack- 
ing, within CAA for the development of air navigation facilities? 

Mr. Marriorr. I don’t think so. I have participated and all of the 
regional heads have participated with the Washington office staff in 
the development of the new aids and estimating the requirements as 
to number and requirements of kinds, ever since World War II, with 
the knowledge that we had to grow with this aviation business, And 
it was pretty unhappy to every year go back after the budget hearings 
and find that you only got a fraction of what you considered necessary. 
Not only that but we knew there was need for research and develop- 
ment which was not being done and which we had no funds to enter 
into. 
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Senator Monroney. Did not this plan of the CAB follow the blue- 
print of the special committee 31 of the radio technical commission 
for aeronautics ¢ 

Mr. Marriorr. Generally spank you mean the CAA ? 

Senator Monronry. Yes, the CAA plan was one which the Congress 
had adopted in its appropriation bills and which it was keeping 
modern as each new development came in through this committee 31— 
it was modernized so that the long-range planning was going on within 
the CAA; but the fault lay in the failure or refusal to ask for sufficient 
appropriations to bring about the meeting of the needs that were 
found by this technical “committee ? 

Mr. Marrtorr. That is right. 

Senator Monronry. You couldn’t do anything without money. I 
mean no matter how good the plan was, it would just gather dust while 
the situation worsened. 

Senator Monroney. Do you feel that the present arrangements for 
handling development of new facilities is satisfactory w here CAA has 
absolutely no voice on the air Navigation Development Board? In 
other words, the positions on the Air Coordinating Committee and the 
Air Navigation Development Board detour completely around CAA, 
the agency that is charged with carrying it out; while giving heavy 
representation to other civilian agencies that are not prim: arily 
charged with it. 

Mr. Marriorr. There is a civil representative on the Air Navigation 
Development Board. How accurately he represents the needs of CAA 
[ don’t know, because I have not been closely in touch with that person. 

Of course, I do know that the membership on the Air Coordinating 
Committee is occupied by the Asistant Secretary or Undersecretary 
of Commerce rather than the Administrator of CAA, who is the 

technical expert and should be sitting there acting on those matters. 

Senator Monronry. Do you think that as a matter of fact the turn- 
ing over of these highly technical matters of advancing aviation 
facilities and navigation, can best be done by a committee; or should 
it not be in some centr sien head with the authority to do somniiiiin 
about it ? 

Mr. Marriorr. I feel very strongly that it should be done by the 
agency that is directly given the responsibility by Congress to do it, 
and that they ought to be permitted to go ahead and make the deci- 
sions and obtain the necessary funds to impleme nt those decisions. 

Senator Monroney. In other words, the Committee is not a very 
good mechanism for dynamic leadership. By the time you get it 
filtered through a committee, you usually have « ‘ompromises made and 
time lost and wasted in most all of the committee consideration, do you 
not ¢ 

Mr. Marriorr. That is right. 

The only kind of committee that is any good is a three-man com- 
mittee with one of them out of town and another one sick, so one guy 
can act. 

Senator Monroney. Do you think there was any pressure put on 
CAA; or did you notice any pressure to put the recommendations of 
the Cresap, McCormack & Padgett report into effect ? 

Mr. Marriorr. Well, there was a lot of pressure. Of course, the 
report was carefully analyzed by the CAA staff, because they were 
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anxious as —I think they were more anxious than anyone else that if 
there were any constructive good suggestions in there, that they 
wanted to use them. 

As a matter of fact, they did adopt a number of them and volun- 

tarily went right ahead with ideas which looked workable. 

Those which were obviously unworkable and would result in tearing 
down the agency rather than building it up to do the job that had to 
be done, they opposed the pressure that was brought to bear on them, 
it is my understanding. 

Senator Monroney. In other words, what you did is recognize the 
a e on matters of purely admiinstrative and office procedures 

to effect whatever economies could possibly be effected ? 

Mr. Marriotr. That is right. 

Senator Monroney. But when you got on the technical side there 
was little you could do about this ‘three-level traffic control that they 
recommended ; was there not ? 

Mr. Marriorr. Of course, I was more an observer in that field, be- 
cause the matter was handled by the Washington office staff rather 
than by the field personnel. I sat in on part of it as a field consultant 
more than anything else, just to give the field viewpoint. 

Most of the work on that report was done by the Washington office 
staif. 

Senator Monronry. Do you feel in light of your knowledge that 
the present organizational setup of CAA, always under the thumb and 
subject to the veto of anything it chooses to do by the Under Secre- 
tary of Commerce can ever work satisfactorily for aviation ? 

Mr. Marriorr. From the result of my experience, | would say def- 
initely no. In 1940 when we were told the story about not interfer- 
ing with the technical bureaus even though they were under the De- 
partment of Commerce, we all went along and said try this thing. 
Theoretically the reduction in the number of independent agencies 
re porting to the White House seems like a good theory. It sounds all 
right in principle. But in this instance where you have a technical 
agency that needs technical direction and continuity of leadership, 
you cannot get it under this kind of a setup, especially when it is the 
decision—especially when the decisions are countermanded and over- 
ridden. 

So, I don’t think you will ever work this kind of an agency except 
to put competent leadership in it and tell it to go ahead. 

Senator Monroney. And particul: uly when that other agency con- 
trols even the request to the Congress for funds and CAA is not al- 
lowed to go directly to the budget officers of the President or to the 
Congress and testify as to its actual needs. 

Mr. Marrtorr. It is a poor kind of organization. 

Senator Monronry. You are cr ippled before you start. 

Mr. Marrtorr. That is right. You don’t have the authority to act. 

Senator Monroney. The testimony before this committee has been 
that neither the Secretary of Commerce nor the Deputy Secretary for 
Defense ever sat in on or listened to the budget presentations by Mr. 
Lee where he justified the need for the funds he was requesting. 

It was turned over to two suboflicials of the Department whose 
experience was only in budgetary matters, lacking all knowledge of 
aviation. And that they would make the final determinations on how 
much they would recommend for Civil Aeronautics to the Budget 
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Bureau of the President. That would not be conducive to meeting 
the monetary needs that you would have in aviation; would it? 

Mr. Marriorr. No, it would not. I cannot vouch for those facts 
personally, because I fee]—— 

Senator Monroney. The testimony before this committee has re- 
vealed that to be the case. And if that were true, it was sworn tes- 
timony, then that is a pretty sorry way to run an airline? 

Mr. Marriorr. That is right. As a matter of fact, I think that at 
least one Administrator left the agency just for that reason. He could 
not work under those conditions. — 

Senator Monroney. Do you know any good that the keeping of 
Civil Aeronautics under Commerce would give to aviation ? 

Mr. Marriorr. I don’t think it solves—or I don’t think it serves any 
constructive purpose. I grant that from the standpoint of the execu- 
tive department of Gov ernment a multitude of independent agencies 
is perhaps difficult to administer. But I think that is a better problem 
to solve than to sidestep it by putting unrelated agencies together 
under a head that is unfamiliar with the technical aspects of the 
bureaus that they are trying to direct. 

Senator Monroney. Would you say not only unfamiliar but in 
some cases hostile? 

Mr. Marriotr. Well, it had that appearance. 

Senator Monronry. Well, would you not say that there were many 
acts of the Department of Commerce in the past that have appe: ared 
to be hostile and detrimental to the full development of aviation? 

Mr. Marriorr. Yes, sir. 

Senator Monroney. In other words, aviation would not ask to have 
1 veto over the development of railroads or railroad legislation; would 
it ¢ 

Mr. Marnrtorr. I should not think so. 

Senator Monroney. I don’t think railroads would like it a bit: but 
when the railroad-minded people have the full control over aviation, 
why, it is not surprising to see aviation get a little bit—not only a 
little bit, but rather aggravated. 

Mr. Marrtorr. I do not think they would stand for it, do you? 

Senator Monroney. I think the railroads wouldn’t, because avia- 
tion has had to stand for it for quite a while. Because they are di- 
rectly in competition with them. Many of the passengers come off the 
railroads that this great air traffic has built up. 

Do you feel that in the firing of Mr. Lee, a career man of long 
service in the CAA, that it had an adverse effect on the morale of the 
15,000 career men in Civil Aeronautics ? 

Mr. Marrtorr. I can tell you very definitely that it did, as a field 
representative who was conscious of the personal feelings of the peo- 
ple who worked for him. 

At the time Mr. Lee was appointed to the Administrator’s job, we 
felt here is'a vindication; here is a good precedent established; that 
they take a man who has knowledge of the agency, has proved his 
capabilities, and advance him to the top post. Then when he is dis- 
ove it just destroys your faith in that sort of a system, and you 
feel that there is a complete lack of recognition now of the needs of 
this agency. 

And many of us grew up with it. And it was our sole total in- 
terest—the advancement of the interests of aviation. And that is the 
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only reason we are in the outfit. Many of us could have gone outside 
and done better financially. 

Senator Monronery. Well, isn’t it a fact also that everybody in the 
organization, in the Civil Aeronautics Administration, when a career 
man is appointed as head of the organization, felt like that there was 
promotional opportunities clear up to the top for competence and ex- 
perience and ability; and when that policy is reversed by firing career 
men for reasons of only apparently the displeasure of the Commerce 
Department officials, without any justification as to failure to do 
his duties that he was charged with doing, it has an adverse effect on 
morale that this thing is going political ; does it not ¢ 

Mr. Marriorr. Not only adverse effect on morale, but also work 
stoppage. People just say: Well, what is the policy of this outfit? 
What do we do now¢ And you have a complete lack of flow of 
decisions down from the top level, and a reluctance on the part of inter- 
mediate officials to make any decisions and the activity suffers. 

Senator Monronry. You were familiar with of course in your 
area, probably the highest concentration of aircraft manufacturing 
in the whole world out there / 

ir. Marriorr. Yes. 

Senator Monronry. Have you detected any complaints by the man- 
vfacturers of our aircraft of the operation of Mr, Lee? 

Mr. Marriorr. On the contrary, he enjoyed a ood reputation with 
the industry and was well thought of. 

Senator Monronry. As a matter of fact, many of them probably 
expressed to you, as they have to me, their great disappointment of the 
firing of Mr. I ee ¢ 

Mr. Marriorr. That is true. 

Senator Monroney. On account of large Government orders—— 

Mr. Marriorr, They cannot be too outspoken. 

Senator Monronry. Yes. But I happen to have been in Los An- 
veles in one of the larger factories, when the first word came out 
that Mr. Lee was to be tired. And every aviation executive that ] 
talked to thought it was a rather black day for aviation because of that 
dismissal. 

Does that jive with what you heard from others interested in avia- 
tion / 

Mr. Marrior. The comment generally was that from the industry, 
both manufacturers and airline representatives out there, that it 
looked like they are making a political football of this thing. And it 
isa sorry day for civil aviation. 

Senator Monronry. Having represented the military in the air 
navigational control during the war, do you feel that it 1s good policy 
to provide two separate airways systems, 1 for military and 1 for 
civil ¢ 

Mr. Marrrorr. I think it could be fatal. 

Senator Monronry. It would be fatal; someone has to direct the 
overall air traffic control: is that correct ? 

Mr. Marrtorr. That is right. 

Senator Monroney. I wish you would elaborate a little bit on that, 
because I think this enters this picture perhaps more than meets 
the eye: that Mr. Lee’s existence on the CAA having the position of 
responsibility in the delegation of air space and air traffic control 
perhaps incurred some opposition from the military. 
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Mr. Marriorr. From a field viewpoint, that was spotty. In some 
places you have got opposition and some support from various mili- 
tary commanders. 

By and large, CAA was handicapped in attempting to handle the 
increasing load of traffic of aviation traffic in its antiquated traffic 
contro] system, not only the increasing volume, but the increasing 
speeds of aircraft and factors, to the point that in some instances 
reluctantly the CAA delegated to some military agencies where it 
was feasible to do so the authority to control their own traflic in areas 
where it could be accomplished without interference overall. 

For example, if the Air Force had a base off the airways and 
was possible to turn the traffic from the traflic control center over to 
the tower of that military base, let them handle it themselves without 
interfering with other traflic, then we even went to that extent, 
although actually it was CAA’s responsibility to handle all traffic. 
So, we “did do de legation that way to try to help ourselves out of some 
of the holes. But I believe you mentioned this TACAN business. 
And when the implications of that were known, in civil aviation there 
was amazement that the agreement made between all agencies using 
the air space that we would go forward with a common system of 
traffic control, the agreement was just—it just looked like it had been 
violated without any recognition or without any notification to the 
central controlling group in developing a new device here which they 
knew at the time would be in total conflict with the one that was— 
with the one that had been agreed upon and was adopted as a factor 
in the common system. 

We in the field thought: well, this is just impossible. It cannot 
be. However, we took the stand that if the thing has gone this far, 
and if it is radically enough better than anything we have, we will 
vet aboard and use it. Subsequent tests raised grave doubts as to 
whether it was any better or even as good as the system we already 
had in operation. 

Senator Monronry. Now, TACAN, as I understand it, was de- 
veloped by—the ideas and planning—were developed by the military, 
without consultation or cooperation with the Civil Aeronautics Ad- 
ministration at all? 

Mr. Marriorr. That is my understanding. 

Senator Monroney. Now, it is not a tactical instrument of warfare, 
is it? I mean, in other words, it would not likely be able to tune in 
our instruments on a TACAN station that might be behind the Iron 
Curtain asa guide to navigation toward targets ? 

Mr. Marrtorr. Well, the military took the position that in develop- 
ing it, they had a mobile unit which would lend itself better to use in 
military theaters than the equipment presently used for short-range 
havigation. 

Those claims and other claims that they made for it have never been 
completely substantiated to my knowledge. So that it appears that 
they used this thing. The statements they profess that it was some- 
thing that was more usable from a military standpoint were not com- 
pletely justified. 

Senator Monronry. And it would make the cost of the program, 
which the staff says ultimately will be $450 million—it would make ob- 
solete all of the equipment now carried in all of our commercial air- 
craft and most of our military aircraft, would it not ? 
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Mr. Marriorr. That is right. 

The military does not have it in their airplanes either. And this 
TACAN is not operational in any sense, and cannot be made so for 
some time yet. So that the cost there is a cost that is in advance of the 
cost, additional costs, that would be necessary to install it and get 
it operational. Whereas the system that is well on its way to com- 
pletion in the country through the use of the VOR and DME is opera- 
tional and has cost less even with the installation costs than the de- 
velopment costs here quoted. 

Senator Monroney. The local costs we have been given is $220 
million up to date. I mean in moneys appropriated and 1 moneys spent 
to date, which would not include the replacement of equipment or 
any installation of equipment up to now, would it? 

Mr. Marriorr. That is correct. 

Senator Monroney. But it is mainly for air navigation, is it not? 
It replaces the VOR systems ? 

Mr. Marriorr. It is supposed to accomplish the same thing that the 
VOR-DME combination provides ; a directional aid plus a distance 
measur ing device, which is now done by VOR-DME combinations. 

Senator Monroney. Practic ally all the free world is on the VOR- 
DME system, is it not ? 

Mr. Marriorr. Well, it was accepted and agreed upon as an element 
of the common system by military and civil both. And by foreign 
countries, it is my understanding. 

Senator Monronry. But you have no knowledge of any great ad- 

vantages that this has proven to be able to offer over the present sys- 
tem; is that right ? 

Mr. Marriorr. Well, I have seen the results of some tests conducted 
by technical staff which pretty conclusively prove that it did not have 
any advantages over the VOR-DME combination. 

Senator Monronry. That was by the technical staffs of CAA? 

Mr. Marrtorr. Yes, sir. 

Senator Monroney. The military disputed that a little bit, though, 
didn’t they? 

Mr. Marriorr. I expect they do, “Yes”. 

Senator Monroney. They say it is a degree or two more accurate 
and things of that kind? 

Mr. Marriorr. Yes. 

But when you get that close a degree, from the pilot’s standpoint 
in the cockpit, he can’t tell the difference. 

Senator Monroney. I see. 

Mr. Marriorr. Having flown for some 38 years, I am pretty sure 
of that. 

Senator Monronery. You were a part of the old Commerce Depart- 
ment organization before, were you not? 

Mr. Marriorr. Yes. I came with them in 1928. 

Senator Monroney. And it was partly to eliminate the deficiencies 
of political control and being submerged in a large agency that the 
Civil Aeronautics Act of 1938 set up as independent agencies CAA 
and CAB? 

Mr. Marriorr. That was our understanding. And we thought we 
had readily made some progress when that happened. 
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Senator Monroney. And it was to correct the failures and bring 
about a modern system that they were separated and given the inde- 
pendent and dynamic status that the act provides? 

Mr. Marriorr. Yes, sir. Recognizing the importance of aviation to 
the country as a whole, both military and civil. 

Senator Monroney. And when it was put back under Commerce, 
did you see any results that tended to improve the operation above 
what it had been when they had the independent status? 

Mr. Marriorr. No. In the beginning there wasn’t any wo 
interference that I remember. Neither was there any help as far 
that is concerned. 

Senator Monroney. Appreciable gains? 

Mr. Marriort. That is right. 

Senator Monroney. Just the paper work ? 

Mr. Marrtorr. That is right. 

Senator Monronry. But 1 in succeeding years, there has been more 
and more tendency for training the officers in the Department of Com- 
merce to take over more and more authority in CAA? 

Mr. Marrtorr. That has been my observation. 

Senator Monroney. It has hamper ed, you say, the work in the field, 
and also modernization of equipment and things of that kind? 

Mr. Marriorr. Very much so. 

Senator Monroney. Is there anything further that you would like 
to go into? 

I am sorry to have interrupted you; but some of these things I 
vanted to develop for the record. 

Mr. Marriorr. I think we have covered the items that I had made 
notes on very well, sir. 

Senator Monronry. Certainly you feel that giving either inde- 
endent status or a Cabinet status to a Dep: urtment of Aviation would 
e a wise move for the Congress in the light of the vastly increasing 
use of air in its civil and also in its military functions ? 

Mr. Marrrorr. From my past experience and knowledge of the 
agency, I feel very strongly that that is the best answer for ‘the prog- 
ress of aviation in this country both military and civil—is to take 

CAA out from under Commerce. 

Senator Monroney. Do you see any disadvantages in it? 

Mr. Marriorr. None whatever. 

Senator Monroney. You would prefer if it were possible to see a 
Department of the Air rather than just an independent—with Cabinet 
status—rather than an independent agency, would you not? 

Mr. Marriott. If it were possible to have that stature, it would be 
advantageous, yes, sir. 

Senator Monroney. If the part of the military aviation that prop- 
erly and rightfully could, did become the concern of a Department 
of the Air administering civil aviation function would it not perhaps 
be necessary to give it a “Cabinet status, so that ordinary transport by 
military and other things like that could be blended into our air pic- 
ture. There would still be some resistance of the military perhaps 
to any control or required cooperation with any agency less than the 
Cabinet Department ? 

Mr. Marriorr. It would make the coordination between civil and 
military simpler and easier. Actually, the—I do not want to criticise 
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the military here directly and say that they have been uncooperative 
totally through this whole picture, because there have been many 
eX: imples where they have asked for help from CAA; and to the extent 
that CAA was able to give it, they did give it. And there has been 
very fine coordination in many phases of the work. But from a top- 
level sti indpoint, it would be of great assistance if a Department of 
Air could function coordinating civil aviation activities with the mili- 
tary. And there needs to be very close coordination, because you can- 
not have two systems of traflic control in the same area. They would 
obviously result in conflict. 

Senator Monroney. Don’t you think—or would you agree with Mr. 
Sayen—he testified that the illustration of the President being re- 
quired to set up General Curtis to get an overall recommendation 
from military and civilian on meeting today’s needs of aviation illus- 
trates the need for an organization of greater prestige that can go 
directly to the President in its own right on the needs of aviation. 

Mr. Marrworr. Well, of course, those special committees would orig- 
inally have not been necessary had the Administrator of CAA been 
free to direct it. 

Senator Monroney. But if he is going to be kept on a leash, he is 
not going to have too much chance to do this job or if going to the 
President or others with differing opinions from that which exist 
in the minds of his superiors in the Department of Commerce becomes 
a matter of insubordination, you have got your man hamstrung 
on doing the necessary thing for the agency he is supposed to repre- 
sent, do you not‘ 

Mr. Merriorr. That is correct. 

Senator Monroney. So, you finally resolve it down to where in- 
dependence is absolutely necessary, if aviation is going to have a friend 
at court and a spokesman for its absolute needs ? 

Mr. Marriorr. That isright. I think it is essential that the aviation 
program go ahead and occupy its rightful place in our scheme of 
things. And we in aviation, of course. think that it is one of, if not the 
most important transport: ition facilities that we have. 

Senator Monroney. It certainly is growing by greater and greater 
bounds than anything else. W hile Commerce recommends some $25 
billion for highway improvements, we have an imposing $63 million 
Federal aid to air port program. It just looks like to us they are miss- 
ing, as you said earlier, the evaluation of av iation’s needs to meet the 
demands that are now upon us. 

Do you have any further suggestions that you care to mi ake / 

Mr. Marrtorr. I think not, sir. I cert: uinly think that this com- 
mittee is to be commended on ti aking the inte1 ‘est it has shown in this 
matter and trying to get some action. And certainly you have the 
support of the entire aviation industry I am sure, if they were in a 
position to rec ognize as much of the problem as you have been able 
to ferret out and bring into light. 

Senator Monroney. We feel that it is much later than some peo- 
ple seem to think. 

Mr. Marrtorr. That is right. 

Senator Monroney. We feel that the need for radar and air-traffic- 
control facilities that exists today cannot possibly be met on any pro- 
duction schedule short of 4 or 5 years when the traffic growth will 
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probably then make obsolete the facilities that we appropriate for 
today. 

Mr. Marriorr. That is right. In my region we had an instance of 
where we had to fight to get ‘author ity to cooperate with the Air Force 
in an area where they wanted to let us use the equipment because of 
shortage of funds again. 

Our 1 region sent a “delegation of an Air Force officer and one of our 
CAA traflic control experts into Washington to try to sell a localized 
program of utilizing Aid Force long-range radar in an area where 
it was much needed. And the only reason we could not do it was be- 
sause of shortage of CAA funds. 

Senator Monroney. You could even borrow the equipment or get 
it on loan that existed ? 

Mr. Marriorr. That is right. 

Senator Monronry. But you could not man the equipment? 

Mr. Mariorr. That is right. 

Senator Monronry. We certainly appreciate your taking the time 
to come to Washington from Riverside, Calif. to give us the advan- 
tage of your long years of experience and your testimony will prove 
very, very helpful to this committee. 

Mr. Marrtorr. It has been a pleasure. I hope it has been helpful. 

Senator Monroney. The committee will stand in recess until fur- 
ther call of the chairman. 

(Whereupon, at 12:25 o’clock p. m., the committee recessed subject 
to the call of the chairman. ) 
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